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ABSTRACT
LOCATION PREFERENCES OF GROUPS 
IN PUBLIC LEISURE SPACES:
THE CASE OF LIKYA CAFE IN ANKARA
Can Altay
M.FA. in Interior Architecture and Environmental Design 
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Feyzan Erkip 
May, 1999
In this study, public leisure spaces are examined considering the social and spatial 
behavior of occupant groups. After an introduction to the concepts of leisure, its 
types, its relations with public life and cultural concepts, the study discusses leisure 
as social activity, stressing on the importance of social interactions and group 
activity, and how leisure is related to the environment. Concepts of human spatial 
behavior, as territoriality, control, attachment, and crowding are introduced, followed 
by the notion of group, group activity, behavior, and the concept of group space. 
Location preference as an outcome of social and spatial needs and behavior of 
groups, is presented and analysed. A research conducted in Ankara, in a cafe, is 
presented as a study on the use of public leisure spaces. This research explores the 
determinants of location preferences, and the influences of group characteristics and 
physical features of the environment on location preference. Design suggestions, are 
proposed based upon the findings of the research.
Keywords: Leisure, group behavior, location preference, cafés.
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ÖZET
HALKA AÇIK BOŞ ZAMAN DEĞERLENDİRME 
MEKANLARINDA KULLANICI GRUPLARIN YER SEÇİMİ: 
ANKARA’DA LIKYA CAFE ARAŞTIRMASI
Can Altay
Iç Mimarlik ve Çevre Tasarimi Bölümü Yüksek Lisans 
Tez Yöneticisi: Yrd. Doç. Dr. Feyzan Erkip 
Mayis.1999
Bu çalışmada halka açık boş zaman değerlendirme mekanları incelenmiştir. Boş 
zaman değerlendirme, çeşitleri, kamusal yaşam ve kültürle olan ilişkileri üzerine 
genel bir bakıştan sonra, sosyal ilişkilerin ve grup aktivitelerinin boş zaman 
değerlendirme üzerindeki önemi vurgulanmıştır. İnsan-mekan ilişkilerini irdeleyen, 
alansallık, kontrol, bağlanma, ve kalabalıklık gibi kavramların tanıtımından sonra, 
grup aktiviteleri, grup davranışları, ve grup-mekan ilişkileri incelenmiştir. Yer 
seçimi, sosyal ve mekansal ihtiyaç ve davranışların bii' sonucu olarak tanıtılmış ve 
açıklanmıştır. Bunlara bağlı olarak, Ankara’da bii" “kafe”de bir araştırma yapılmıştır. 
Araştırmada, grupların yer seçimi, ve grup özellikleri ile mekansal özelliklerin, bu 
seçim üzerindeki etkileri incelenmiş ve bulgular ışığında bazı tasarım önerileri 
geliştirilmiştir.
Anahtar Sözcükler: Boş zaman etkinlikleri, grup davranislari, yer seçimi, kafeler.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Leisure is considered to be one of the basic social and psychological needs of human 
beings. Leisure activities need certain environments, to be performed in and satisfy 
this basic need, which is the point where the notion of leisure space is derived from. 
There is a great variety of leisure activities and related physical environments in 
which the occupants perform leisure activities that mostly involve social interactions.
When shaping environments where the function is accomplished as a social activity, 
especially leisure spaces, socio-psychological aspects and behavior-environment 
relations become very important. An interdisciplinary approach is necessary for such 
a study, relating fields such as interior design, ai'chitecture, urban planning, sociology 
and psychology. This study analyses leisure spaces, group behavior and activities, 
and the location preferences of groups in leisure spaces, with the contributions from 
the related disciplines.
There is an inadequate number of studies combining the above mentioned issues, 
especially on an empirical basis in the case of big cities in Turkey, where the 
understanding of leisure continuously changes, with the ever-changing character of 
the society. There exists a lack of sources on the relation of characteristics of an 
environment and socio-psychological status of occupants, in the context of 
transforming leisure spaces. Thus, the context of leisure spaces, and the activities and
behavior of user groups, specifically their location preferences, leading to 
implications for design of such spaces will be emphasized in this study.
The definitions of leisure, from different points of view, types of leisure, and the 
public and cultural aspects of leisure are introduced in the second chapter. Leisure as 
social activity follows, stressing the importance of social interaction and group 
activity in leisure. Leisure research is presented by giving a brief history, and 
progress of empirical studies in the field is examined. The importance of the 
environment on leisure is mentioned in the last section, by emphasizing their relation 
and defining environment and the features of the enviionment which are influential 
on the activity and behavior within.
The third chapter is on group behavior and location preferences. Concepts of human 
spatial behavior, such as territoriality, control, attachment, crowding are introduced. 
Building upon these concepts of spatial behavior, the notions of group, group activity 
and group space, which are spatial and social behavior and activity of groups, aie 
discussed by introducing a variety of approaches and relative case studies. “Location 
preference”, that is how an occupant group is located in space, as a result of the 
concepts mentioned above, is presented with definitions and examples on previous 
studies.
In the fourth chapter the coffeehouse or café is examined, giving a brief history on 
this particular type of leisure space, with the current situation of cafés and related 
leisure life in Ankara. Afterwards, a research on the location preferences of groups in 
a café in Ankara are presented. The determinants of location preferences, and the
differences between groups with different group status, such as age, gender, number 
of members, as well as their targets and goals on using the space are investigated 
through participant observation and interviews conducted with occupants. The 
results, and their evaluation through statistical analysis, in order to test the 
hypotheses that have been presented, are examined afterwards. Based on the 
literature review and discussion of these findings, certain design implications, and 
guidelines for further research are introduced.
In the conclusion, the concepts that have been presented in the dissertation are 
evaluated through previous studies and conducted research. Further research 
implications are also discussed.
2. LEISURE AND LEISURE SPACE
Leisure is a large field of study, containing different and interrelated concepts and 
different approaches. It also involves a variety of types of activities, settings, and 
relations. This chapter gives a brief introduction to what leisure is by giving a 
number of definitions on leisure, classifying the fundamental types of leisure, and 
relating leisure to public life and culture. Social aspects of leisure activity are also 
discussed, pointing out the importance of social relations in leisure. Research in this 
field is briefly examined, mentioning the empirical researches and their progress, 
through the short history of studies and researches on leisure.
2.1 LEISURE
In this section, leisure is defined through a number of approaches to its definition. 
Types of leisure are classified and explained briefly. Leisure’s importance in public 
life, and interrelated concepts of leisure and public life are mentioned in the third 
part. In the last part of this section, culture, and its effects on the understanding of 
leisure and leisure activities are mentioned.
2.1.1 Definition of Leisure
Leisure has been defined and interpreted in great variety by many researchers who 
have studied its meaning, benefit, problems, and its place in society. Barrett mentions 
that besides the basic needs of human life such as eating, sleeping, finding a shelter, 
clothing, or the moral obligations such as work, professional duties, family
responsibilities, there exists a necessity named as leisure, a necessity for people 
either with an enjoyable recreation activity or not (1989).
Neulinger states that leisure is a state of mind, it is not free time, and adds that, "lo 
leisure, implies being engaged in an activity as a free agent and of one’s own 
choice.” He also identifies a secondary condition that further determines the quality 
of leisure experience, namely “motivation” (1987). Motivation may be both intrinsic 
and caused by external factors such as the others and the environment (Neulinger, 
1987). He supports an interdisciplinary approach to the phenomenon, so that leisure 
can be placed in its proper interdisciplinary context.
Work is what is necessary for survival and a necessary condition for leisure. Leisure 
is the goal of life, and part of the way we ought to live, according to Ban ett. Doing 
what one wants to do is a necessary condition for leisure. Leisure is rarely free from 
some constraints, such as social obligations (to attend a party or to go to the theatre), 
and rules of games played. But if these activities are “what one wants to do”, if they 
are not tasks, and one has freely decided to perform them, that is leisure (Barrett, 
1989).
Barrett introduces another approach to the definition of leisure as “doing something 
for its own sake” (1989:11), that leisure is a useless way of passing the time, having 
no value except in the “doing” of it. She also defines leisure as free time, time at 
one’s disposal to do with it. It is not actually only this, since leisure activity is not 
necessarily only done during spare time. A certain amount of enjoyment is needed 
and as Barrett refers to Ai'istotle who said, “leisure involves activity” (1989:14).
Sayer adds to Barrett’s understanding of leisure as a necessity, and claims that leisure 
activities satisfy psychological and sociological needs (1989).
The traditional attitude on leisure defines leisure either as an "attitude” or leeling ol 
freedom, described as a product of subjective, emotional and psychological process: 
or as “activity” which is freely chosen and separate from the other activities; or as 
"time” which is left over after the necessary commitments such as work and family 
(Stokowski, 1994), whereas leisure generally involves all of these.
Among many attempts to define leisure, those that mostly follow the practice of 
common sense, associate leisure with "freedom”, choice, and life satisfaction.
Rojek's reaction is that this approach is inadequate. In most leisure experiences the 
subjects are unsure whether they are satisfied or not, and the freedom and choice they 
have are related to place, time, and the actions of others above all (1995).
2.1.2 Types of Leisure
The term leisure involves a great amount and variety of activities, that serve mankind 
to satisfy one of his basic needs, which is, to some, the only goal of life. Leisure 
happens in many types of activities, and no one chooses one type of it. People tend to 
participate in different types of leisure activities in different times, and some prefer 
not to participate in certain types.
The variety in leisure activities directly reflects on a variety in environments in 
which such activities take place, since each leisure activity needs a different type of 
environment. A classification of types of leisure may be based on the activity as well
as the environment, and other related aspects. Leisure activities and environments 
can be classified as arts, outdoor leisure, commercial recreation, mass media and 
sports.
Arts has always been a fundamental part of civilized life. It is a leisure activity ot 
both observing and contemplating on, and for some, producing a piece of work.
Outdoor leisure is actually the activity that takes place in and depends on natural 
environments. It involves activities like camping, hiking, rafting and .so on (Graefe. 
1987). Camping is settling in a temporary home, and daily living activities in an 
outdoor setting. It is one of the most popular outdoor leisure activity in many parts of 
the world (Ford, 1987). Coastal recreation, where a great part of the leisure industry 
is established, and where individuals and social groups pursue leisure experiences, 
utilize both public and private resources (Ditton, 1987). Coastal recreation 
environments are generally natural (such as beaches), and cultural (historical sites).
Commercial recreation, which is a term that includes all activities related to 
economic profit of the party that provides a certain service or product. The 
significant leisure activities within this group are shopping, and activities that take 
place in establishments that sell food and drink for on-site consumption. Most of the 
organized leisure activities have a commercial character.
Mass media also play an important role in leisure time. Robinson indicates that the 
leisure time of American citizens is primarily home centered. The mass media are the 
major focus of their free time; television is the medium that most hours are devoted
to. Hours devoted to radio, magazines, and newspapers are relatively less, but they 
still play an important role in consuming free time (1987).
The dominance of sport as not only leisure but also a social phenomenon is 
inevitable. It is not only a popular leisure activity, but also a social institution that 
permeates several aspects of social life. Other important leisure activities are travel 
and tourism, which are very important components of today’s leisure industry, and 
are being studied in different disciplines.
There are many interrelated and nonrelated types of leisure activity and environment; 
the most significant ones are mentioned above, but the list can be extended. The 
important point is that the term leisure includes a great variety of sub-concepts and 
fields, which make leisure a field that is more suitable to be studied through these 
sub-concepts, as a part of interdisciplinary research.
2.1.3 Leisure and Public Life
Brill states that public life is actually social life, it cannot be individually based since 
it is the common ground for group action, social learning and meeting the stranger 
(1989). Even the most passive activity that is done in a public space (for example just 
sitting and observing) is, or includes social interactions. Brill defines the goal of 
public life, that has been basically the same throughout the history (despite the 
transformation in public life and public space), as, spectacle, entertainment, pleasure, 
marketing, commerce, social structure, and interactions with and learning from 
strangers (1989). Most of these goals are directly related to the understanding of 
leisure that has been mentioned earlier. Also, public leisure spaces are defined as
spaces where leisure activities take place in the form of social interactions (both 
passive and active) from individual observation to group activities, or all of these 
combined together. Public spaces include a wide range and types of environments 
where a large variety of activities take place. Public environment also serves as a 
reflection of individual behaviors, social processes and public values (Francis. 1989).
Carr, et al. (1992) suggest the existence of “public needs”, that cover some aspects of 
human functioning, such as the following;
1. Physical comfort involved in relief from the physical elements; rest and seating.
2. Social needs, the people’s need for interference with, or protection from others.
3. Relaxing in, and enjoying public places.
4. Physical and social challenges, active engagement, that is, diiect interactions with 
the public place and its occupants. This involves more direct experience, with the 
place and the people within (watching people, physical contact with setting, etc.).
As the last “public need”, the authors claim some challenges that can be found in 
places that support discovery, enabling new social experiences (1992), which results 
as the existence of need of social activities, in public spaces.
Today, when life has become anonymous and privacy is a legally guarded concept, 
some individuals and groups are working to create settings for greater public 
interaction and enjoyment, combining leisure and public life (Francis, 1989).
2.1.4 Leisure and Culture
The deeper the search into the matter of what leisure is, the greater the part played by 
cultural distinctions, and conflicts is appreciated, on what occurs in leisure time and
leisure spaces (Rojek, 1995). That is, cultural distinctions largely influence and 
determine how leisure time should be spent, where leisure should take place, with 
whom. etc. Then, in order to understand the qualities of a leisure activity, or space, 
one should understand and clarify the concept of culture.
Peoples and Bailey define culture as a system of shared knowledge transmitted 
socially. This system of shared knowledge shapes and transforms the “universal 
basic needs” that constitute the actions of individuals and groups, and theu· use of 
objects and space (1988). While some attitudes, needs, goals involve psychological 
processes and are part of personality, D’Andrade claims that there are others that ai e 
institutionalized, shared, created, learned, and transmitted (1984). The reason behind 
a certain activity can be explained by a “universal physiological need”, whereas it is 
culture that determines the way it is done (Rapoport, 1990). D’Andrade defines 
culture “as consisting of learned systems of meaning, communicated by means of 
natural language and other symbol systems, having representational, directive, and 
affective functions, and capable of creating cultural entities and particular senses of 
reality” (1984).
The social relations of individuals and groups, which play an important role in 
leisure spaces and activity, are also shaped through cultural and personal aspects. 
Social interactions influence the transformation, shaping, and reproduction of 
cultural values, norms, and life-styles of individuals or groups. Cultural knowledge 
also affects social roles of how to act properly, positioning oneself in social space, 
the use of language and non-verbal behavior in social interaction, defining oneself 
and others in terms of social status.
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2.2 LEISURE AS SOCIAL ACTIVITY
Many of the views on definition and other aspects of leisure, as Murphy states, offer 
diverse expressions of human condition. Through these expressions, it will be 
possible to explore the influence of social, psychological and environmental aspects 
on leisure and its varied meanings (1987).
Among a variety of definitions of concepts of leisure, “leisure as a function of social 
groups” is the most relevant for the purpose of this study. This concept defines a 
certain type of leisure activity; as participating in groups, which is quite an 
enhancing perspective to the definition of leisure and its social context. Three major 
stimuli encourage involvement in social groups in leisure activities.
1. Leisure interests make the person join to the group with similar interests.
2. Leisure behavior is central to a lifestyle shared by members of a group.
3. Being a member of a group can be based on non-leisure factors such as family and 
friends and demographic identification that dictate the member’s leisure interest and 
activities (Murphy, 1987).
Common lifestyles resulting in similar norms of behavior, as indicated in (2) above, 
become reinforced in social settings that encourage certain codes of behavior. 
“Complete social worlds emerge around leisure interests, worlds that feature 
languages, rules of behavior, roles, dress codes, and even group literature in some 
cases.” (1987:14).
II
Iso-Ahola defines another related issue of leisure as individual and social influence. 
This idea claims that an individual’s attitudes and those of other individuals, social 
groups and social structure influence behavior as well as the physical environment. 
This claim has been examined, in a study investigating how people form altitudes 
toward leisure and how their attitudes are changed by the influence of other 
individuals and the space (1987).
According to Stokowski, leisure is more than an individual feeling or experience. He 
defines leisure as an area of established social relationships, structures and meanings 
that continue across society through time. Leisure is knowledge, about how people 
construct leisure behaviors and meanings, which are socially structured, and 
organized, and how the extended social structures of leisure inlluence individual 
choices and experiences. He also points out that the main focus in the sociology of 
leisure should be on how the relation between social actors (individuals, groups, etc.) 
are patterned, and what these relational patterns in the environment mean for the 
behaviors and the feelings of the actors involved. He claims that examining these 
aspects would give meaningful results for understanding the sociology of leisure and 
how it takes place as a part of the environment (1994).
Social factors are of importance, since they affect the subjective experience of 
leisure. The constraints that generally inhibit leisure are of social origin and also the 
nature of leisure is often drawn from the social group, with whom the leisure activity 
is shared (Samdahl, 1992).
Stokowski conceives leisure as a social experience, not an independent object such as
12
time, activity, or feeling, but as a social phenomenon intentionally created by people 
who have memberships within primary groups. The importance of social groups 
changed the empirical approaches to studying leisure as well as marking a 
philosophical turning point in leisure studies (1994).
Research on leisure also indicates this transformation from individual to social based 
leisure. The earliest studies on leisure behavior focused on describing the setting, 
activities, and time periods of leisure, and also recording the segments of people who 
engage in activities. These researches attempted to classify visitors of leisure spaces 
according to their personal and social characteristics, such as age, sex, education, 
income, and occupation. Documenting and predicting leisure participation patterns as 
a function of social class and status was the aim (Stokowski, 1994).
Basic research locates leisure in the individual, and asks questions about the 
independent realities of time, activity, or attitude that are assumed to be experienced 
differently by people from different demographic, socio-economic, and 
psychological characteristics. Indicators of psychological state such as, personal 
motivations, arousal levels, satisfaction, and sense of freedom, combined with social 
stratification variables, are analyzed in much of these basic descriptive researches. 
More recent research about the sociopsychological aspects of leisure includes work 
on subjects such as ego involvement and attachment to leisure (Selin and Howard, 
1988), analysis of leisure boredom (Iso-Ahola and Weissinger, 1990), moods 
produced by leisure (Hull, 1990), and research about leisure constraints (Jackson, 
1991), and leisure involvement (Havitz and Dimanche, 1990). Class and status 
variables are used for both explaining and predicting modifications in the
13
psychological variables.
However, standard socio-economic variables tend to be relatively poor predictors for 
the frequency and nature of recreation participation. When a social group variable, 
such as participation with family or friends, is introduced into the socioeconomic 
analyses, "the amount of variance explained with regard to frequency of participation 
in a specific activity increases significantly" (Stokowski. 1994).
Repeated observations on people performing leisure activity, resulted as people 
tending to visit leisure and recreation places primarily with others, rather than alone, 
and that the "others" generally constituted a recognizable social group, and this 
resulted in an interest in social group characteristics.
The importance of social groups in leisure studies is believed to be first emphasized 
in Etzkorn's (1964) study where he analyzed the social aspects of camping. His view 
provided a reasoning for the link between social interaction and recreational 
satisfactions, and also raised an important issue that was not addressed until recent 
studies, that is the distinction between "within group" and "between group" 
interactions at leisure places. These relation ties both within and external to the 
primary group represent potential influences on the success of the leisure experience.
2.3 LEISURE AND ENVIRONMENT
Leisure activities, be it wildland recreation, commercial or other, need environments 
to be performed in. Environment consists basically of built settings, such as home, 
office, street, and natural setting such as wilderness areas, national parks (Gifford,
14
1997). But. of course there is more to an environment than the physical setting, 
especially in the case of leisure environments. The physical and social components of 
environment can never be separated, since there really exists a total environment, 
through the combination of these (Ittelson et al., 1974). This is particularly relevant 
in leisure environments, since the activities that take place are generally social, and 
based on social interactions. Social interaction is defined as the behavior and 
responses that individuals induce in each other. Some form of communication is 
involved, whether through speaking, positioning the body, gestures or body 
languages. In all cases, the interaction takes place in a specific environment and its 
characteristics are the crucial elements in the interaction process (Ittelson et al..
1974).
Lawrence names the characteristics of an environment as the “contextual 
dimensions”, being physical, psychological, social, and cultural factors interrelated to 
one another to produce activities within environment, as the outcome of it (1987). 
Building upon studies by Hall (1966) the features, or characteristics of an 
environment are distinguished by Rapoport (1990), as “fixed-feature, semifixed- 
feature, and nonfixed-feature elements” (87). Fixed-feature elements are those that 
are basically fixed, or those that change rarely and slowly, such as the standard 
architectural elements, walls, ceilings, floors, etc. The ways in which these elements 
are organised, their spatial organisation, their size, location, sequence, arrangement, 
supplemented by other elements form the environment.
Semifixed-feature elements range all the way from the arrangement and type of 
furniture, curtains and other furnishings, plants, and so on. Nonfixed-feature
I-*;
elements are related to the human occupants or inhabitants of spaces, their spatial 
relations, body positions, postures, speech rate, eye contact, and facial expressions 
(Rapo port, 1990).
The atmosphere, or “ambience” of settings indicate the activities and the ways to act, 
dress, and behave in them. The settings and clothing of occupants also indicate the 
social situation, and the identification of groups within. It is similar in shops, bars, 
restaurants that provide service for particular clienteles such as neighborhood 
regulars, gourmets, or bohemians (Rapoport, 1990). Rapoport also mentions the 
study of Ruesch and Kees (1965) which discusses the effects of the physical 
arrangements of a setting, on guiding, facilitating, and modifying social interaction, 
and how the physical environment expresses various identities of individuals and 
groups. Another important point is that the arrangement of the semifixed-feature 
elements (furniture) have an impact on human communication and interaction and 
guide it in specific ways (Rapoport, 1990) which shows the importance of design of 
fixed and semifixed-feature elements in a leisure space.
Context greatly influences social interaction, both in terms of social context that has 
important effects upon interpersonal interaction, and in terms of physical context and 
other aspects of the total environmental contexts (Rapoport, 1990). Stokols (1987), 
claims that the contextual scope has spatial, temporal, and socio-cultural dimensions, 
“the broader and more complex the contextual units of analysis, the greater the 
potential range of factors -psychological, socio-cultural, architectural, and 
geographic- that can affect a person’s relationships with his or her surroundings” 
(41-70). Scott (1995) also stresses the physical dimension including objects and
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space, saying, “individuals identify objects in their environment as means for theii' 
actions, or as supporting elements in the ongoing framework of their activities“! 101).
In the light of the increasing influence of groups and social activities on leisure 
research, the next chapter will discuss group behavior, activities, and their relation to 
the physical environment, including the location preferences of occupant groups in 
public leisure spaces.
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3. GROUP BEHAVIOR AND LOCATION PREFERENCES
This chapter discusses concepts of human spatial behavior, groups and their activities 
in leisure spaces, specifically their location preferences in the setting as a result of 
these behavior and activities. As a basis to the subjects of concern, the concepts of 
human spatial behavior that are related to group behavior and group activity are 
introduced. A section on what groups are, how they behave, and the notion of 
“group space” follows. Location preference, how occupant groups locate themselves 
in space, and its determinants are investigated in the last section, along with 
examples from previous research.
3.1 HUMAN SPATIAL BEHAVIOR
The importance of socio-psychological and environment-behavior studies is 
undebatable, especially in the case of leisure environments. These concepts are about 
individuals or groups, and their relation to environment, which affect the occupants’ 
behavior and preferences directly. Low and Altman state that many researchers have 
been working on such relations, creating concepts and approaches that are related to 
each other and concerning the relation of human being with his surrounding physical 
and social environment (1992).
Early works in environment-behavior studies were directly based on psychological 
concepts, emphasizing individual cognitive functioning, such as people’s knowledge, 
understanding, belief, cognition about various aspects of the environment. Over time.
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as more contributors from other fields got interested, research began to address 
personal spacing, territoriality, group use of space, crowding, environmental meaning 
and other topics (Low and Altman, 1992). This interest resulted in studies of places 
such as homes, childhood environments, sacred places, residences of elderly, and 
other environments.
All these ideas reflect how individuals or groups are related, and in a way attached to 
their environment. Environment consists of not only the physical characteristics, but 
also of social aspects. Thus, the combination of these forms the environment, and 
therefore influences the occupants’ behaviors, interactions, choices, and preferences. 
Territoriality, control, place attachment, and crowding are going to be examined in 
the following sections, as important concepts of human spatial behavior.
3.1.1 Territoriality
Territory is an area under the control of occupant group. Gifford proposes an 
operating definition, according to which “territoriality is a pattern of behavior and 
attitudes held by an individual or a group that is based on perceived, attempted, or 
actual control of a definable physical space, object, or idea that may involve habitual 
occupation, defense, personalization, and marking of it.” (1997)
Sears et al. define territory as an area controlled by an individual or group.
Territorial behavior includes actions designed to stake out or mark a territory and 
claim ownership. They claim that territorial behavior consists in ways that people 
regulate social interaction, and it can serve many specific functions (1988).
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Many other definitions of territoriality have been proposed in the literature. Each of 
these definitions includes one or more of the following concepts: physical space, 
possession, defense, exclusiveness of use, markers, personalization, and identity; as 
well as dominance, control, conflict, security, claimstaking, arousal and vigilance.
Marking and personalization aie two of the most common ways of indicating or 
strengthening territoriality. Marking is placing an object or substance in a space to 
indicate one’s territorial intentions, whereas personalization is marking in a manner 
that indicates one's personality.
Most of the psychological definitions stress that territoriality involves behavior and 
cognition related to a place (Gifford, 1997). Territorial behavior, in Sebba and 
Churchman’s terms, refers to attitudes and behaviors that are, “influenced by the 
connection between individual (or group), and the physical area”( 1983:192). Brower 
on the other hand, claims that territoriality has a purpose, and that is to regulate 
social interaction (1980).
The social perspective directs attention to the organizational benefits of territoriality. 
As in Altman’s (1975) definition, territorial behavior is, a self-other boundary 
regulation mechanism that involves personalization or marking (to regulate social 
interaction and to help satisfy various social and physical needs) of a place or object 
and communication that it is ’owned’ by a person or group. Or, in Brower’s 
statement as “the relationship between an individual or group and a particular setting, 
that is characterized by a feeling of possessiveness, and by attempts to control the 
appearance and use of the space”(1980:181).
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A number of authors have studied classifying and distinguishing “types of territory”. 
The most fundamental of these is Altman’s approach of classifying territory 
according to the duration of occupancy and the level of interaction between 
individuals and space. He names three types of territory, being primary, secondary, 
and public territories (1975). Primary territories are spaces owned by individuals or 
primary groups, occupied for long periods of time, and controlled on a relatively 
permanent basis by them and central to their daily lives ( such as homes, bedrooms).
Secondary territories are the types of territory often generated by user groups of 
leisure spaces (as well as occupants of schools, hospitals, airports, etc.). Control is 
less essential and is more likely to change, rotate, or be shared with strangers, but 
regular occupants exert some control over who may enter the space and what range 
of behaviors may take place. Time spent is more limited than a primary territory even 
for the “regulars”, and the limits of occupancy are not only determined by the 
occupants but also by the collective owners of space (such as a bar or a neighborhood 
park). Ar eas open to anyone in good standing with the community, for brief periods 
of time are classified as public territories (such as seats on a bus) (Altman, 1975; 
Brown, 1987).
Lyman and Scott offer a two level typology which, in a sense overlaps with that of 
Altman, but has some differences. The first level is the body terr itory, which is the 
physical self, whereas the second level named as “interactional territory” is definitely 
of concern when groups in leisure spaces are the subjects. Inter actional territories ar-e 
areas temporarily controlled by a group of interacting individuals (such.as classroom.
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picnic area) where the entry would be perceived as interference (1967, cited in 
Gifford, 1997).
Over a decade after Altman’s classification. Brown extended some definitions, 
building over his typology on duration and centrality. She added notions of "marking 
intentions, marking range, and responses to invasion", redefining the dimensional 
variations between public, secondary, and primary territories (1987).
A ltm an  in d icated  p ub lic territories’ b e in g  not central to o c c u p a n ts ’ liv e s , and  
occu rin g  for a short duration. B row n  states that occu p a n ts  in ten tio n a lly  c la im  
teiTitory. h ave few  p h y sica l m arkers, and re ly  m uch on b o d ily  and verbal m arking. In 
any ca se  o f  in v a sio n , o ccu p an ts  can re loca te  th em se lv es  in sp a ce , or u,se im m ed ia te  
b o d ily  and verbal m arkers as a resp on se.
Secondary territories, being the most relative to groups in leisure spaces, also have 
relatively short duration, but regular usage is commonly seen. They are somewhat 
central to users’ lives, who often claim territory while occupying a location in space. 
The users have some reliance on physical markers as well as bodily and verbal 
markers. Reemphasis of physical markers iue seen in secondary territories, as 
response to invasion, as well as relocating one self, or using immediate bodily and 
verbal markers. It is important for occupants to locate themselves in areas where they 
can claim territory, especially in the case of leisure spaces. The third type, private 
territory heavily relies on mai'kers and personalization, the duration is long, and these 
teiTitories are very central to occupant’s life (Brown, 1987)
Another important aspect of territoriality is the effect of architectural features. These
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are the fixed-feature and semifixed feature elements of a space that have been 
previously mentioned before. Such features encourage the development of 
territoriality, an example is the tendency of students to make territorial claims on 
tables that ai'e near a wall or away from the entrance in a library (Brown, 1987).
The strength of territorial ownership and defense is mainly based on characteristics 
of the setting, such as, territorial markers, architectural features, and the 
characteristics of occupants such as their gender, cultural background or group size 
(Brown. 1987).
3.1.2 Control
Control is a requirement of individuals or groups in public spaces which is directly 
related to territoriality. Francis defines control as “the ability of an individual or 
group to gain access to, utilize, influence, gain ownership over and attach meaning to 
a space.” Control gives user satisfaction and a feeling of attachment to participators, 
which are very important aspects of interactions in space (1989).
Control can be individual or group based, as in the case of seniors or teenagers 
gathering in a park. Control can be "real" as in the case of a group owning a site, or 
symbolic as in the case of a group that takes on management responsibilities of a site 
they do not own, such as a park. Control can be temporary existing for only certain 
times of the day, week or year, or permanent as in the complete control of a space. It 
can also be for one time only or continuous over a long period of time. Control can 
include or invite people into the process or activity (inclusionary) or be exclusionary, 
restricting opportunities for involvement or use (Francis, 1989).
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There are several issues of control that concern public spaces, their users, designers, 
and managers. These issues are the growing privatization of public space by 
corporations and building owners, the increasing use of public space by the homeless 
and other disenfranchised groups, and the role of user ownership and accessibility in 
satisfactory relationships with the space. Accessibility is an important issue, which 
may be examined at different levels, such as physical accessibility, social 
accessibility (different social classes, or types of users), or visual accessibility. 
Ownership, again, is a diiect form of spatial control, be it real or symbolic, as 
mentioned above. Safety, is also important since feeling safe and secure, enables a 
sense of control over space.
Control affects how the environment is used, perceived, and valued. It is a 
mechanism by which people come to attach meaning, being both positive or 
negative, to environments (Francis, 1989)
3.1.3 Place Attachment
Another concept that has captured researchers’ attention is “place attachment”. Place, 
as Low and Altman define, refers to “space that has been given meaning through 
personal, group or cultural processes” (1992). Groat mentions that the term place, as 
opposed to space, implies a strong emotional tie, temporary or long lasting, between 
a person or group and a particular physical location (1995). She also mentions two 
approaches to place, by Relph, and by Canter, both of which propose a three-level 
model of place. Relph labels the components of place as “physical features, or 
appearance”, “observable activities and functions”, and “meanings and symbols”, 
whereas Canter identifies elements of place as “actions, conceptions, and the
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physical environment” (cited in Groat, 1995). These models determine an important 
basis of analysis. These three levels or components also construct the main variables 
that have been studied during the case study of the present work.
Mesch and Manor define place attachment as an emotional linkage of an individual 
or group to a particular enviionment (1998). Low and Altman base their analysis on 
assumptions of place attachment as an integrated concept comprising interrelated and 
inseparable aspects, and as contributing to individual, group, and cultural self 
definition and integrity (1992). According to Proshansky et al. place attachment 
involves "an interplay of affect and emotions, knowledge and beliefs, and behaviors 
and actions, in reference to a place” (1995:91).
Shumaker and Taylor (1983) approach attachment as a meaningful description of the 
role that places serve in the lives of individuals and groups. They analyse attachment 
in thjee levels as, individual, small group, and areal /neighborhood. They give 
examples of small group attachments, as primarily residential groupings, club 
members, or more informal groups that gather on a regular basis.
Physical boundaries influence group attachment, supporting teiritorial functioning at 
the group level. The extent to which the particular locale, through location, design, or 
configuration, allows a certain function to be satisfied by the group will promote 
attachment. Background characteristics such as education, race, or religious values of 
group members are also of importance. Group size, high frequency interaction 
patterns, etc. are the factors that assist "group cohesiveness". Greater cohesiveness 
makes interaction with other group members more reinforcing, and this may result in
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stronger feelings of attachment to the occupied environment.
As Low and Altman define it, place attachment is bonding to environmental settings 
but not only to the physical aspects of a space. They see places as contexts, within 
which interpersonal, community, and cultural relationships occur, and it is those 
social relationships that people are attached as well as the physical aspects (1992).
Another idea that is related to place attachment is “place identity“ (Proshansky et al., 
1995). They claim that place identity is a substructure of the self-identity of the 
person consisting of cognition about the physical world in which the individual lives. 
That cognition consists of memories, ideas, feelings, attitudes, values, preferences, 
meanings, and conceptions of behavior and experience, which relate to the physical 
settings. They add that place identity should be conceived as “a potpourri of 
memories, conceptions, interpretations, ideas, and related feelings about physical 
settings.“ (94, 95).
Research on concepts such as place attachment and place identity, have been 
conducted on home environments, cities, and regions. However, there are very few 
research on the investigation of place attachment in leisure spaces, which seems to be 
quite surprising as the role of leisure and related environments in people’s lives has 
been seen to be important. On the other hand, although leisure studies develop 
concepts such as “loyalty to leisure activity”, regarding involvement or commitment, 
this time underestimating the role of physical environment on such activities.
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Iwasaki and Havitz explain behavioral loyalty of participants through developmental 
processes driven by levels of involvement and psychological commitment. They 
suggest that understanding the relations between involvement, commitment, and 
loyalty may lead to understanding of psychological processes that lead to behavioral 
loyalty to certain leisure activities or contexts (1998). In another related study Kim, 
Scott, and Crompton tested a model, examining the influence of social-psychological 
involvement, commitment and behavioral involvement on future intentions in the 
context of bii'd watching, concluding that such relationships existed (1997).
3.1.4 Crowding and Den,sity
Density and crowding are two interrelated concepts. Density is a measure of the 
number of individuals per unit area. This unit area may be in any size from cities to 
rooms. Density is more of an objective measure compared to crowding. Crowding 
depends upon a person's experience of the number of people around, which is more 
of a subjective feeling, and is personally defined. Although crowding may 
correspond to high density, it has also been observed in less dense spaces. It is all a 
function of personal, situational, and cultural factors (Gifford, 1997). Gifford also 
mentions another related but distinct concept, perceived density, which is the 
estimation of an individual, on the density of the environment (1997). Baum and 
Paulus distinguish two types of density; "social density" which is the varying group 
size with the amount of space held constant, and "spatial density", changing space 
while holding the group size constant (1987).
According to Aiello and Thompson, crowding is based on some situations, such as 
people (or person) approaching too close, or space being reduced by the arrival of
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newcomer(s) (1980). Crowding also implies an emotion or affect that is usually 
negative, and will produce some kind of behavioral response, as leaving the space or 
avoiding social interaction (Gifford, 1997).
Crowding is seen as a social phenomenon by Baum and Paulus loo (1987). 
Regardless of how dense or how little space available , it cannot be "crowded" unles.s 
other people are present.
Westover proposes the concept of "perceived crowding" as a stimulus overload 
when the level of social interaction, or social homogeneity, exceeds that desired or 
the loss of perceived control when others' behavior violates expected social norms.
He also mentions that perceived crowding and its relative importance, would be 
different, in different types of recreational settings. Many settings require a fairly 
high level of density to function adequately and/or provide optimal levels of arousal 
and novelty. For example, spectator sports and social gatherings would be considered 
"unsuccessful" without a "good crowd" (1989). Gifford approaches the same idea by 
supporting that high density may have some positive outcomes, as long as it is short­
term, and the social and physical conditions are positive. High outdoor density, may 
also provide a variety of social and cultural experiences as in the case of big cities.
He also supports that the way to avoid or reduce the negative outcomes of high 
density, is careful environmental design (1997).
The experience of crowding is influenced by personal factors, such as personality, 
attitudes, preferences, expectations, sex, mood, or culture. Social factors such as the 
presence and behaviors of nearby others, coalitions that form in groups, the quality
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and type of relationship and interactions among individuals, or the information 
received by crowded individuals, are also influential as well as the physical factors 
like the scale of environment, architectural variations of it, place variations (home, 
work, or leisure), or weather (Gifford, 1997).
Westover and Collins (1997) add that expectations and preferences about leisure and 
recreation settings are, to some extent, associated with socio-demographic 
characteristics of the users, and the physical factors that contribute to perceived 
crowding are spatial limits, and resource limits (waiting in lines, etc.). Thus, public 
leisure spaces may require a balance between user and activity requirements, in terms 
of crowding.
3.2 GROUP AND GROUP SPACE
The importance of social activities and groups in leisure has been discussed above. 
Since leisure spaces are places where leisure activity is generally social, and 
performed in units of groups, emphasis should be placed on groups and group 
behavior, both in terms of spatial and social behavior. Human spatial behaviors that 
have been examined above are relevant both for units of individuals and groups. 
However, it is obvious that individuals in a group may perform different spatial 
behaviors individually. Their behaviors as the members of a group are affected by 
the group they are within. Thus, this section discusses, the definition and formation 
of a group and its behavior, especially in the context of leisure spaces. The concept 
of “group space”, which combines social and spatial behavior follows as an 
important component of this research.
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Before discussing group behavior in space, definitions of group by certain authors, 
shall be reviewed. Sommer defines a group as “a face to face aggregation of 
individuals who have some shared purpose for being together”. Spatial arrangements 
in small groups are functions of personality, task and the environment (1969; 59). 
Sears et al. define a group as a “social aggregate in which members are 
interdependent and have at least the potential for mutual interaction” (1988: 359). 
They add that in most groups face to face contact is regular between members. Their 
definition emphasizes that “the essential feature of a group is that members influence 
one another in some way” (359, 360). Fellow, states that a group is fundamental to 
the linkage between social structure and action. In his studies in African societies, it 
has been seen that the group’s needs supercede the individual's, and group 
membership gives the individual both a sense of security and a sense of belonging 
(1992).
Groups may vary in size, duration, values, goals, and scope. Sears et al. (1988) stress 
that size is one of the most important dimensions of a group. The smallest group in 
size is the dyad or couple. As groups get larger, they tend to become formal 
organizations, and lose their main aspects of common knowledge and interaction 
among all members. To eliminate a confusion between groups and such formal 
organizations, groups in which members have face to face interaction may be 
classified as “small groups” (Sears et al., 1988).
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Group behavior especially affects leisure activity, the way it is performed, and its 
duration. In their study on coffeehouses, Sommer and Sommer found that groups 
spent more time in the setting than did lone individuals, and joined pai ties which 
stayed longest. This study was conducted in three coffeehouses, which were in 
different parts of the city and the client profile was different in each of them. It also 
revealed that social facilitation effects in coffeehouses were more apparent in 
conversation and the duration of stay, which meant that groups had more 
conversation and stayed longer. They found no relation between gender and group 
status, food or beverage consumption, or reading (1989).
The social facilitation effect in duration is likely to be expected in “social settings 
where occupants spend discretionary time” (Sommer and Sommer, 1989: 658) such 
as public leisure spaces. The social facilitation theory supports the idea that 
performances of people in groups improve with the presence of others. Sommer had 
previously defined this as social increment, whereas the negative effect of the 
presence of others was named as social decrement (cited in Gifford, 1997). Social 
facilitation is, according to Sears et.al, people performing better in the presence of 
others, than when they are alone (1988).
Geen and Gange developed three contemporary varieties of social facilitation 
theories. The first one is the “mere presence” of others as a stimulus for increased 
drive. The second one is the increase of drive caused by the apprehension and 
anxiety over potential evaluation by others. The drive as a function of distraction and 
attention conflict caused by the presence of other people is the third one (1983).
3.2.1 Group Behavior and Activity
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Geller et al. found that beer drinkers in groups remained significantly longer in pubs 
than lone individuals did, and that groups consumed more alcohol per capita (1986). 
In another study in New Zealand pubs, the size of the drinking group determined the 
time spent in the pub, which also determined the amount of beer consumed (Graves 
et al., 1982). Group membership is hypothesized to be positively as.sociated with 
duration. Groups will remain longer in a setting than lone individuals and engage in 
more activities that are positively related to duration of stay (Sommer et al., 1992).
Knopfs studies on recreational activities in natural settings revealed that the nature 
and size of the social group influenced each member’s perceptions of the setting and 
experience (1987). Westover and Collins found that during “high-intensity use" days, 
urban park visitors in larger groups were less likely to report the park to be crowded, 
when compared to smaller groups. This may be because these larger groups are less 
permeable and/or they have established their own territory clearly within the park, 
and defended it. Or it may simply be due to not expecting “high contact levels” when 
visiting the park with a large group (1987).
Sommer et al. propose that there has been little attempt to determine social 
facilitation’s role in environmental psychology. In some behavior settings, the 
presence of other people may inhibit the expression of some types of behavior, 
whereas in other settings the presence of other people may increase the frequency of 
certain behaviors (1992).
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When discussing the influence groups on leisure and social activities, one should also 
consider the importance of the formation of spatial behavior of groups, how it 
affects, and is affected by social and spatial conditions. “Group Space" in Minami 
and Tanaka’s terms, and its relation to social control needs emphasis. According to 
them, group space is “a collectively inhabited and socioculturally controlled physical 
setting” (1995:45) and it illustrates a linkage between social and environmental 
psychology. This is an important factor in social interactions, in terms of social 
control and attachment in a space. The activity becomes a group activity both in 
terms oi interactions with and within space and control to the degree of space 
maintaining (1995).
Stokols complains that most of the research inspired by Barker’s concept of the 
behavior setting has focused on the measurements of social and behavioral 
phenomena and placed less emphasis on the physical features of the settings. This 
suggests an important scope for research, namely, “the analysis of group X place 
transactions”. “Group X place transactions” encompass the processes by which 
groups are affected and, in turn, influence their physical environment (1981).
Although in his pioneering work in 1968, Sommer recognized the function of “group 
territoriality”, most empirical studies that followed focused on how individuals, 
related to others, maintain and manage spatial “buffer zones” for the sake of personal 
privacy and control of the setting. Minami and Tanaka state that such research 
practices reflect individualistic biases in studying person-environment transactions 
(1995). They changed the unit of analysis h orn individuals to groups, guided by
3.2.2 Group Space
3."!
Stokols’ notion of “Group X Place transactions” mentioned above. Social groups at 
varying degrees become the units of analysis in understanding spatial behavior and 
cognition in a given environmental setting. Therefore “group space” becomes the 
area occupied by social groups at varying levels such as families, user-groups, class 
members, and community members.
In Minami and Tanaka’s study held in a university cafeteria, on “implicit rules" that 
regulate group space, gender differences in maintaining group space and sharing 
group activities were observed. “Implicit rules” on group behavior and maintaining 
group space were described and separated according to the group size in female 
groups, as result of the study. Such rules can be considered as underlying principles 
for the organization of space and of group behavior in a setting (1995).
The concept of group space (as an interaction between social psychology in terms of 
group dynamics and environmental context in terms of physical setting), “epitomizes 
the functioning of space use by group members and the working of hidden 
dimensions of space or implicit rules in regulating residents’ transaction with the 
setting”(Minami and Tanaka, 1995: 45).
Minami and Tanaka advice that further studies on group specific use of space will 
not only provide “a significant field of interplay” between social and environmental 
psychology, but more importantly provide bases for “ecologically valid” 
environmental planning (1995).
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Consideration of leisure activities, spatial and social behavior of groups, and their 
impact on leisure space and activities, leads to the discussion of how groups use 
space, how they form spatial behavior, and how they relate themselves to the 
environment. Their location preference in a leisure space is an important clue for 
studying a group’s intention while occupying a location in a leisure space and 
performing leisure activity. Location preference, a concept which describes how a 
group prefers to locate itself in the leisure environment, is the direct consequence of 
spatial and social intentions. Understanding the reasons behind formation of location 
preferences may lead to certain implications on design of such environments.
There might be a variety in location preference in different settings, such as in a fast- 
food restaurant, or a restaurant where waiters serve the occupants, or in a café where 
the main activity is not eating. Location preference depends not only on the person 
and the setting but also on whom the person is eating with and how much time they 
can spare (Imamoglu, 1979).
It can be observed even casually that people in public areas do not spread themselves 
out evenly across the space available. Neither do they locate themselves or wait in 
the most appropriate place (Canter, 1974). Stilitz observed people waiting in public 
spaces such as the London underground or theatre foyers and found out that they 
tended to wait out of the line of the traffic flow, near to pillars (cited in Canter,
1974). In a study conducted in railway stations in Japan, Kamino (cited in Canter, 
1974) observed that people similarly tend to locate themselves near pillars but out of 
the line of traffic flow. They both came to the conclusion that people were trying to
3.3 LOCATION PREFERENCE
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position themselves in a place from which they could see, but in which they were not 
too obvious or too much in the way of people moving. It also seems likely that the 
pillars were features that provided something to lean against, in the absence of seats.
G roups have a lso  b een  o b serv ed  to loca te  th em se lv es  accord in g  to  c lear patterns. A  
study in a restaurant sh o w ed  that p eop le  tend to sit at the tab les around the periphery  
o f  the restaurant rather than sittin g  at the tab les at the m id d le , w h ich  is c lear ly  an 
o u tco m e o f  the ten d en cy  to  c la im  territory, and en h an ce con tro l in su ch  sp a ces  
(C anter, 1974).
Imanioglu conducted a study in a university cafeteria surrounded by windows instead 
of walls. Moving from Canter’s studies that pointed to people’s tendency to sit near 
walls, he investigated if this tendency existed when the walls were replaced with 
windows. The results of his study revealed that occupants preferred to locate 
themselves mostly near the windows (1979). This study and other similar studies 
indicate the occupants’ tendency to locate themselves in order to enhance group 
territory and control over space, and that density and related perception of crowding 
may effect location preferences of occupants, be it individual or group.
Beyond these limited observations on people in public places, relatively little study 
has been carried out on the way that people relate themselves to physical and design 
features in a wide range of situations. Much of human spatial behavior is preferred to 
be explained in terms of the relationships people take up in respect to other people. 
The observations on waiting behavior or seat selection in a restaurant could well be 
re-interpreted in terms of people using the physical environment to enable them to
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locate themselves in a desired position with respect to the activities of others, rather 
than simply their physical surrounding. (Canter, 1974).
Canter (1974) supports Festinger’s study (cited in Canter, 1974), indicating that an 
occupant’s location influenced the information he receives, the people he met and 
the friendships he made. If we accept the idea that information is not spread evenly 
over the environment, then the location of an individual will influence his 
relationship to that information. The patterns that have been found in both studies 
(Festinger, 1950, Canter, 1974), namely the places people locate themselves in 
environment, also fit this hypothesis on information distribution. It fits the hypothesis 
in terms of information balance, control over interaction, that people are trying to 
achieve when they locate themselves at the periphery in restaurants or near the pillars 
in public waiting places.
These factors will be analysed further in the following chapter, where the results of a 
research on group behavior in a leisure space are presented.
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A RESEARCH STUDY
4.1 THE CAFÉ AND THE RELATED LEISURE LIFE IN ANKARA
A café is a place where one can spend leisure time by drinking, eating, and especially 
engaging in social activity. It is one of the most significant settings where leisure 
occurs as a social activity. It is also public, as long as the occupants can afford to 
consume what is being served, as a must of occupying that space. Cafés or 
coffeehouses are basically establishments that sell food and drink for on-site 
consumption, and have roots going back over hundreds of years. The main 
consumption, as the name implies (café is French for coffee) is coffee. The first cafés 
and coffeehouses in Europe have been established, for selling coffee (which came 
from the Middle East) for on-site consumption, around the seventeenth century.
The word coffee is believed to come from the word “Kaffa” which is the name of the 
high plateaus in Ethiopia (believed to be the motherland of coffee) (Evren, 1996).
The first coffeehouses were established in Yemen in the fourteenth century.
Spreading from Yemen, to Mecca, Cairo and Istanbul, where the earliest traces of the 
coffeehouse is seen in the mid-sixteenth century (Evren, 1996). Neighborhood 
coffeehouses were the mostly spread in the city. The local residents of the 
neighborhood got to meet each other for the first time in the neighborhood 
coffeehouses. Neighborhood coffeehouses became the community’s communication 
center rapidly, and spread and transformed into a variety of establishments. Having
4. LOCATION PREFERENCES OF GROUPS IN THE CAFE:
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gone to and become established in Europe, the coffeehouse returned as the “café”, to 
some districts of Istanbul -such as Beyoğlu-, serving to a clientele of higher socio­
economic status.
From Cairo and Istanbul, coffee and coffeehouses spread over Europe in the 
seventeenth century along with the trade routes. The significance of the “café” is 
related very much to the city of Paris. Cafés of Paris in the nineteenth century were 
more than places to get food and drink (Haine, 1996). Ralph Waldo Emerson wrote 
on Paris, that its “supreme merit is that it is the city of conversation and cafés”, 
explaining why the city had become the social center of the world. Nineteenth 
century Paris cafés were relating work and leisure, the public and the private, the 
collective and the individual, and many other aspects of daily life, all mediated by 
the consumption of drink and food (Haine, 1996).
Since the coffeehouse was brought to England from the Middle East, in the 
seventeenth century, it played an important role in politics, journalism, science, and 
art. A description of the seventeenth century coffeehouses in England noted the 
spatial and social freedom in which a person “on entering was free to take any seat 
and engage a neighbor in conversation” (Sommer and Sommer, 1989:653).
Wechberg (1966) described the Viennese kaffehaus as a setting where people, “may 
be alone but never be lonely. There is always so much to see, so many things to read, 
and one can always talk to Herr Ober”. For many in Vienna, the kaffehaus is a 
“home away from home, haven and island of tranquility, reading room and gambling 
hall, sounding board and grumbling hall” (Wechberg, 1966, cited in Sommer and 
Sommer, 1989).
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Haine (1996) employs the term café for any public place where one can enjoy coffee 
and spirits, not only because of its convenience, but also of its expression of an 
important historical development. As the French go to the café not only to drink, but 
also to wait for a friend, see and be seen, kill time. work. play. eat. read, shelter from 
weather, seek out their peers or escape from them (Boyer, 1994).
Today, in the big cities as well as all over Turkey, the tradition of the neighborhood 
coffeehouse, or village coffeehouses (koy kahvesi). still continues. These places are 
still the communication center for the local residents of the neighborhood.
The return of “café” from Europe has been mentioned. There exists a great number 
of cafés in big cities, in Turkey. These cafés are occupied by a clientele of higher 
income, and generally of higher education level, when compared to the neighborhood 
coffeehouses. Cafés in Turkey are places where people go in restricted time periods, 
and generally as groups, and the café goers, are not “regulars” or “residents” of a 
single café, they rather prefer different cafés at different times.
Ankara, being the capital and the second largest city of Turkey, has a population of a 
great variety of income and educational levels. Cafés are generally established in 
districts where residents are of middle and higher income levels. Cafés in Ankara 
vary with their location in city, client profile, service, and their designs and sizes.
Café goers in Ankara generally prefer to go to a number of cafés that suit their taste, 
social position, and income level. The patrons that go to cafés in Ankara are mostly 
students, and educated professionals of middle and higher income level. Cafés play a
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significant role in the leisure life of such a population. The cafés to be investigated in 
this study are located in a business and commercial district of Ankara, both 
surrounded by business, commercial, leisure establishments, and residential 
settlements.
Sommer and Sommer stress that there has been less social psychological 
investigation on coffeehouses, than in bars and cocktail lounges. The coffeehouse 
shares with taverns and cocktail lounges, the social psychological qualities of being 
“open regions” in which people have the right to contact with others and have a 
strong possibility of being contacted by others (1989). The leisure activity that takes 
place as social interactions in such a context, makes the café, a suitable setting for 
investigating location preferences and related concepts. Being such an “open region”, 
also enables an observation by a third party, to be conducted relatively easy (Sommer 
and Sommer, 1989).
4.2 THE RESEARCH STUDY
Following the theoretical framework presented above, a research study has been 
designed and conducted in a café. The main aim of the study is to investigate the 
aspects that affect location preferences of groups, in public leisure spaces, 
particularly “cafés” in the context of a middle and upper middle income level 
business and commercial district of Ankara.
The aspects that affect location preference may vary from architectural and design 
features, fixed feature elements as Rapoport (1990) puts it, to semi fixed feature 
elements as the furniture types, seating arrangements, visual material, etc. In addition
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to these architectural and design features are the non-fixed feature elements, namely 
the occupants or users of space. The characteristics of the small groups, such as the 
number of people in group, their age, gender, etc. and characteristics in relation to 
the leisure activity and environment; their reason for being there, and their frequency 
of visit, have also been investigated.
As regards territoriality, control, and place attachment, groups behave according to 
the physical environment. Therefore the space usage and location preferences are 
directly related to these concepts, and are outcomes of human spatial behavior. So, 
both sides are interrelated, as environment and physical features affecting behavior, 
and choice of location and usage as an outcome of behavior.
Stokowski (1994) mentions the hypothesis that different kinds of social groups 
exhibit different organising processes, patterns of communication, and rules of 
behavior, and therefore, display variations in leisure behavior, and that the meanings 
attached to leisure experience are socially created by groups who use leisure places 
for different purposes.
The use of social group variables in leisure research was originally seen as a way to 
categorize users of recreation and leisure places, until the fact that groups’ being the 
general form of leisure participation, was faced. Attention was then given on 
analyzing the functions and processes of primary group interaction, employing socio- 
psychological theories of small group behavior, in the study of leisure identities, 
activity preferences, social constraints, and benefits of leisure.
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In their study on “implicit rules” that regulate group space, Minami and Tanaka 
observed that female groups, when compared to male or mixed groups, preferred 
small tables and those located further away from the entrance, where they can have 
more privacy and control. Female groups also showed a higher rate on seat taking for 
other group members, when compared to male or mixed groups. Following the 
observation, the typical modes of group behavior by female groups were described as 
“implicit rules” and these were separated according to the number of people in 
groups as follows; groups with less than four members, seek a small table when 
available; take a table and reserve it to the group; coordinate a pace of eating and 
keep conversation, and keep privileged space for the group as long as the group 
needs it. However larger groups seek a large enough space to sit in a setting where 
maximum privacy is secured, and coordinate a pace of eating by waiting and 
conversation. These were named as “implicit rules” since each actor is not 
necessarily aware of them, and they cannot be attributed to individuals but are acted 
collectively when in groups. These results can be considered as examples for the 
organization of space and of group behavior in a setting (Minami and Tanaka, 1995).
Imamoglu’s study in a university cafeteria was an attempt to clarify location 
preferences of occupants. He investigated the tendency to sit near windows, and if 
the students had a tendency to sit near service areas, to eat and leave as soon as 
possible since time is an important factor in a cafeteria. He also wanted to check if 
the occupants were aware of their location preference, and if they would prefer some 
other location if they had the chance to locate themselves wherever they wanted to.
He conducted a research that included an observation followed by a questionnaire 
that included demographic information on the subject, frequency of use, and a plan
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of the setting on which the subjects marked their preference if they had the chance to 
locate themselves wherever they wanted. The results of his observation supported the 
hypotheses that occupants tended to sit neai· windows, and near the service area. 
However, the results of the questionnaire differed from those of his observations. 
Most of the subjects preferred to locate themselves near windows, rather than near 
the service area when they had the chance to locate themselves wherever they wanted 
by indicating on the plan (1979).
Location preference depends not only on the person and the setting but also on whom 
the person is performing the activity with and how much time they can spare 
(Imamoglu, 1979). Thus the present study moves from this statement and the ideas 
on group space, taking the unit of analysis as the group, and investigating the 
location preferences of groups in the setting, considering variables such as group 
size, gender, duration of stay, and design factors such as seating types, windows, 
walls, niches.
4.2.1 Research Questions
The main research questions asked in this research study have been the following:
1. Do groups with different characteristics (such as number, gender, age of people 
in group) prefer different locations in the same space?
2. Does the reason, (target or purpose) of a group for being there affect its location 
preferences?
3. Does the frequency of visit to the setting (and to similar places), change or affect 
location preferences of users?
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4. Does the density of space, creating perception of crowding, or occupation of 
desired locations, lead to different location preferences?
5. Do different physical and design features of space (such as windows, walls, etc.) 
influence the group’s preferences of location?
4.2.2 Hypothesis and Variables
The main hypothesis of this study is that; the location preference of groups in public 
leisure spaces, is dependent on the relations between the characteristics of the group 
and the characteristics of the environment.
The dependent variable; which is the variable being measured in the study (Drew and 
Hardman, 1988), is the location preferences of occupant groups, in the café. The 
independent variables, which are hypothesized to affect the dependent variable 
(Sommer and Sommer, 1991), are the characteristics of occupant group such as
1. the number, gender, age, education of people in group,
2. their reason or target of being there, frequency of visit to setting and to similar 
spaces,
3. their duration of stay;
and the characteristics of space, such as
1. the density of space -the amount of occupant groups within space-, and
2. characteristics of space in terms of design, fixed feature elements, and semi fixed 
feature elements (such as walls, windows, niches, and other features).
Through the main hypothesis and variables under study, a number of sub-hypotheses 
were derived for the research, as follows:
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1. Location preference and the reasons for location preference are dependent on 
characteristics of groups, such as size of group, frequency of visit to setting, and 
duration of stay.
2. Location preference is dependent on density of space.
3. Location preference and the reasons for location preference are dependent on 
design and physical features of space, such as walls, windows, niches, and other 
features.
4.2.3 Methodology
In order to investigate the effects of these variables on location preferences, 
participant observation and interviews, were conducted. The researcher observed 
occupant groups in their natural setting, and marked and noted the categories on the 
observation form systematically, therefore the observer avoided any subject to alter 
their behavior and activity. All groups that occupy the space during the session were 
noted on an observation form, which is given in Appendix.Al. The observation 
enabled the researcher to record all activity in the setting, as well as the density of 
space and each group's location, before moving on to the interviews.
The interview enabled the researcher to obtain more thorough and detailed responses, 
especially in the questions about location preference and its reasons. The groups that 
volunteered for the interview were asked their age and education as demographic 
variables. The interview was kept short, not to disturb the occupants’ leisure activity, 
and five direct questions were asked as seen on Appendix. A2. Each observation and 
interview session took 2-5 hours.
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4.2.4 Sampling
The samples that have been observed and interviewed were limited to the sessions 
that the researchers conducted. Each group that have entered, occupied, and exited 
the space, during that period of time, was noted on the observation form. From those, 
the groups that accepted to be interviewed, were interviewed (5-9 groups per 
session). So, the subjects form a sample that is reached thiough the sessions, from the 
occupants who were there during each particular session. Sommer and Sommer 
(1991) name this type of sampling as “accidental sampling”, obtained when it is not 
possible to keep track of every potential subject, and therefore creating a sample 
from the occupants during the research session.
As a result, a sample of 66 groups (total of 191 individuals), were observed and a 
sample of 30 groups (total of 91 individuals) were interviewed. The categorization of 
the results obtained from the sample, and the characteristics of the subject groups are 
explained below.
4.2.5 The Setting
The study was conducted at the “Likya Café”, which is an establishment in Ankara, 
occupied mostly by university students and new graduates of middle and upper 
middle income level. The café is on Tunus Avenue, where the buildings are occupied 
by a mixture of residences, and cultural, leisure, and especially business 
establishments. Another important feature of the location is that the school buses to 
the four main university campuses, depart from and arrive at Tunus Avenue, which 
means that hundreds of university students pass from the avenue everyday.
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There are several reasons for the selection of Likya Café for this study. Besides its 
location in the city and it’s user profile, there exist a variety of physical elements and 
design features. There are sub-spaces, and different seating arrangements, which is 
believed to play a role in the location preference of groups. There are private 
locations as well as open and visible tables, and there are some tables near windows 
with a view of the avenue, where the occupant and the passer-by can see each other. 
There are also other elements such as a fireplace and some paintings on the wall.
This variety of physical elements may enable the researcher to make comparisons on 
the effects of such elements on location preference of groups (see Appendix. A.3 for 
the plan).
A pilot study consisting of several levels of observations and interviews was carried 
out to design and to modify the observation/interview form on which the researcher 
indicates data on each subject group. Building upon these pilot sessions, the 
observation and interview forms were finalized. During these sessions it was 
encountered that the groups' reasons for being there also played a role in the location 
preference, so this was introduced as a variable in the research.
A pilot study in another setting was also conducted. This research was conducted by 
questionnaire method since the management did not give permission for other 
methods. The results obtained from both settings were consistent with each other.
The demographic variables and other characteristics of occupant groups were slightly 
different and their tendencies for location preference were observed as similar.
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4.3 RESULTS AND EVALUATION
The data collected during the observation and interview sessions are presented and 
analysed in different ways according to the type of questions. Appendix.C presents 
the table of the data collected, which is used for interpretation in the statistical 
analysis. While some results are only given as frequencies and percentages, some 
others are utilized for conducting statistical tests. The chi-square test, which is a 
statistical test for categorical data, has been used in the statistical analysis, and the 
correlations have been checked.
Generalizing the results of this study needs serious attention. Wengraf, divides these 
generalizations into four levels as: universal statements about all societies, cross- 
cultural descriptive statements, general statements about a particular society or 
cultural group, general statements about one or more specific cultural scenes (1990). 
The generalization of the results of this study will probably be similar to the fourth 
level defined by Wengraf
4.3.1 Characteristics of Respondent Groups
Throughout the sessions, 66 groups (191 individuals) were observed, and 30 groups 
(91 individuals) were interviewed. The demographic data on groups -age,gender, 
education level- are as seen in Table. 1.
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Table. 1 D em ographic variables o f  occupant groups.
GENDER(sex distribution) ; GROUPS (frequency) PERCENTAGE(%)
EQUAL 33 507c
FEMALE DOMINANT 6 9.17c
MALE DOMINANT 7 10.67c
ALL FEMALE 17 25.87c
ALL MALE 3 4.57c
TOTAL 66 1007c
AGE DISTRIBUTION ; GROUPS (frequency) 1 PERCENTAGE (%)
15-24 21 707c
25-35 ......... ............6 ................. 207c..
MORE THAN 35 3 107c
TOTAL '....................30................. 1007c
EDUCATION LEVEL ! GROUPS (frequency) 1 PERCENTAGE( % )
HIGH SCHOOL 4 13.87c
student and graduate
UNIVERSITY student 12 41.47o
UNIVERSITY graduate 11 37.97c
University-student and graduate 2 6.97c
TOTAL 29 1007c
Gender is classified through sex distribution in groups, since a group may have 
members from both sexes. This data was collected during the observation sessions on 
66 groups (191 individuals). Age distribution data was collected from the 
interviewed 30 groups (91 individuals). The results on Table 1 show that the space is 
dominantly occupied by a clientele of ages between 15-25 (all were over age 18 
except 7 respondents). The data on the education level of the occupants was also 
obtained through the interviews. As seen on Table 1, the space is occupied mainly by 
university students and graduates. The fourth classification, “university-student and
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graduate” is for groups which had members of both university students and 
graduates.
The other characteristics of groups, which form the independent variables are, 
number of people in group, and characteristics of groups that are related to setting, 
are duration of stay, reason of coming, and frequency of visit. Tables 2, 3, 4 present 
data on these characteristics, obtained through the observation and interviews.
Table 2. Number of People in Group
NUMBER OF PEOPLE GROUPS (frequency) PERCENTAGE( % )
INGROUP ■
2 PBiOPLE 38 57.67c
3 PEOPLE 14 21.27c
4 PEOPLE 7 io".67c
5 PEOPLE 3 T5%
6 PEOPLE 2 3.07c
8 PEOPLE 1 L57c..
10 PEOPLE 1 1.57c
GROUP SIZE GROUPS (frequency) PERCENTAGE {%)
2 PEOPLE i 38 1 57.67c !1
3 A N D  M ORE PEOPLE 1 28 ;1 1 42.4%  i
.... . i
TOTAL 66 1007c i1
The reason for coming, or being there was the first question asked in the interview. 
Table 3 presents the frequencies of responses to this question. Each group responded 
giving a number of reasons. In order to see the frequencies of these responses, the 
number of responses were evaluated rather than the respondent groups. 42 responses 
from 30 groups were classified as below. The most mentioned reason was
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conversation, followed by drinking and eating, which was a result that supported the 
definition and function of the café, and the importance of social interaction in leisure 
activity, as mentioned in the previous chapters of this study. The “other” reason 
includes reasons such as shelter from weather. The “duration of stay” of each group 
was also noted during the observation sessions (except for three missing values of 
groups the researcher was unable to keep track).
T able 3. Reasons o f  Being There and Duration o f  Stay
REASON OF BEING 
THERE
! FREQUENCY
1
I  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . :
% RESPONSES ; %RESPONDENTS
CO NVERSATIO N 16 38.1% 53.33%
DRINKING 10 23.8% 33.33%
EATING 7 .............. Í6 J % .............. ............... S .3 3 %
SPEN DING  TIM E 4 9.5% 13.33%
TOGETHER
INTIM ATELY
KILLING TIME " 3  1 7.1% 10%
OTHER .^ . . ■ . . ^ . . . . . . . i 4;§%........ 1 6M%
DURATION OF STAY
LESS TH A N  1 HOUR
FREQUENCY
12
PERCENTAGE
19%
; 1-2 HOURS 30 47.6%
i .................................  1
; M ORE TH A N  2 HOURS 21 j 33.3%
The next variable related to the group is frequency of visits to the setting, and to 
similar settings. The data obtained through the interview on 30 groups (91 
individuals) is presented in Table 4 below.
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Table 4. Frequency of Visit by Occupant Groups
FREQUENCY OF VISIT TO 
SETTING
FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
TW ICE A N D  M ORE  
A W EEK
7 " ■ 23.3%
ONCE A W EEK 4 13.3%
1-2 A m o n t h ''''................. ......... ’"i'3............ 43.3%
LESS TH AN ONCE  
A  M ONTH
4 13.3%
FIRST TIME VISIT 2 6.77f
t o t a l 30 100%
FREQUENCY OF VISIT TO 
SIMILAR SETTINGS
FREQUENCY : PERCENTAGE
Í
TW ICE A N D  MORE  
A W EEK
20 66.7%
ONCE A W EEK 8 r .............  26.7% ...
!
1-2 A M ONTH ..........."" 2 6.7%f
TOTAL 30 1 100%-
4.3.2 Characteristics of the Environment and Location Preferences
The locations of occupant groups were classified through certain zoning, according 
to the physical and design features of the space. Appendix A.3 is a plan of Likya 
Café showing these zones. During the observations, each group’s location was noted 
according to the occupied tables’ numbers. The tables were classified into “zones” 
derived from the physical and design features of the environment. Table 5. presents 
these zones (and the table numbers within each zone), and their frequencies of being 
occupied. Based on this classification, the zones were later re-classified into two as 
being circulatory and non-circulatory, for purposes of statistical analysis.
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Table 5. Location of Tables (zones)
LO CATIO N O F TABLES W ITHIN FREQ UENCY PERCENTAG E
TABLE (ZONES) ZONE
W INDO W 3,4,5,6 21 31.8%
PERIPHERY, 11,12,14,15,16 20 31.8%
CORNER, NICHE
CIRCULATORY 1,2,7,8,13,17,18 14 21.2%
FIREPLACE 9,10 7 10.6%
BACK 19-28 4 6.1%-
TOTAL 66 100%-
c m .  vs N O N -c m . TABLES W ITHIN FREQ UENCY 1 PER C ENTA G E
ZONE '
CIRCULATORY i 1,2,7,8,13,17,18 14 21.2%-
NON- 3-6, 9-12, 14-16, 19-28 i 52 78.8%
CIRCULATORY
TOTAL 66 100%
Another important characteristic of the environment, on which location preference is 
dependent, is the density of space. Density’s role in perception of crowding and 
human spatial behavior has been mentioned in the previous chapters. Table 6 
presents the data obtained on density, as obtained in the observations conducted. 
Density of space was classified through the number of groups occupying the space, 
on the entrance of each new occupant group. Since location preference is a decision 
that is made on entering a space, density at that time influences the location 
preference. Therefore density of space was noted for each of the 66 groups on the 
observation form (except for 8 groups whose data is unavailable).
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Table.6 Density of Space
DENSITY FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
LESS THAN 5 GROUPS 8 13.8%
5-8 GROUPS 33 56.9%
9-14 GROUPS 1 29.3%
The location of the table, in terms of “zones”, is considered to be the outcome of the 
location preferences all observed groups. Throughout the observation sessions which 
included 66 groups, the most occupied table was table 5 (see plan at App.A.3) which 
was occupied by 7 groups. Tables 4, 6,16 were occupied by 6 groups. Tables 4,5,6 
are (as seen from the plan) near the windows (App.B.l), and table 16 (App.B2) is in 
the niche, in a very defined location and visually controlling the whole space. Tables 
2, 19, 21, 23, 27, 28 were never occupied during the sessions. Table 2 is in the 
circulatory area, it is the table nearest to the entrance (App.B3), and the rest are 
tables from the “back” zone.
During the interview, the groups were asked if their current location was their 
primary preference or not. 70% of the interviewed groups (21 groups) replied “yes”, 
they had located themselves to their primary preference. The rest (30%) were not 
sitting at their primary preference. These responses, show that most of the groups 
could locate themselves where they wanted.
The respondents were also questioned about the reasons of their location preference. 
The questions 4 and 5 are the most important questions of the interview, since they 
investigate the reasons of preference, of the location of the respondent group, or 
where they would like to if they had the chance. Each group that responded.
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mentioned a number of reasons or aspects. So, this data is classified and analysed 
according to the responses, rather than respondent groups. The 30 groups (91 
individuals) that were interviewed gave a total of 56 responses for their reasons of 
preference. These responses were classified in two ways. The first was based on the 
classification of the responses according to each reason or aspect mentioned, such as 
window, wall, attachment, etc. Table 7. presents the frequencies and percentages of 
these responses.
The responses were also classified in a more generalized manner, combining a 
number of reasons and aspects from the previous classification, as physical, social- 
psychological, and composite. The physical reasons include, those related to the 
fixed and semi fixed feature elements, such as windows, walls, niches, fireplace, 
coathangers, paintings, etc. The social-psychological reasons include responses that 
mention an attachment to a certain location, need of isolation, search for tranquility, 
and the like. The third classification, named as “composite” is actually responses that 
involve aspects related to both physical and social-psychological conditions. Having 
visual control over space, being away from circulation, away from the crowd, etc. are 
examples that are included in the “composite” responses. The respondents have 
mentioned more than one reasons from the same category, as well as mentioning 
more than one category, those responds which included more than one category is 
labeled as “mention of more than one category” in the table.
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Table 7. Reasons of Preference
REASON OF FREQUENCY OF PERCENTAGE
PREFERENCE RESPONSES OF!
i RESPONDENTS
(
WINDOW 10 33.337(
ISOLATED 9 307
AWAY FROM 9 307r
circulation/crowd/entrance
ATTACHMENT 7 23.337
WALL/CORNER 7 23.337
DESIGN FEATURES 7 23.337:
Fixed / Semifixed Features
COMFORT 3 107
VISUAL CONTROL ~ 2 6.677-
GOOD/rRANQUILITY ..............2 ’ 6 .677
REASON OF FREQUENCY OF PERCENTAGE OF
PREFERENCE RESPONDENTS RESPONDENTS
(2"*‘ approach)
i
PHYSICAL 12 I 407.
SOCIAL-PSYCHOLOGICAL 9 307.
COMPOSITE 4 ....1................... 13.3%
MENTION OF MORE j h AN 5 1 16.7%
ONE CATEGORY
These two tables can be united as seen on Table 8., to present the data together.
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Table 8. R easons o f  preference
REASON OF PREFERENCE FREQ 9c FREQ
PHYSICAL 12 407c WINDOW 10
WALL/CORNER 7
DESIGN FEATURE 7
COMFORT
SOCIAL-PSYCHOLOGICAL 9 30% ISOLATION 9
ATTACHMENT 7
GOOD/TRANQUIEITY 2
COMPOSITE 4 13.3% AWAY 9
VISUAL CONTROL 1
MORE THAN ONE 5 16.7%
4.3.3 Analysis of Findings
4.3.3.1 Effects of Group Characteristics on Location Preference and its Reasons
The first hypothesis is claiming that the location preferences and the reasons of 
location preferences are dependent on characteristics of the group; such as the group 
size, frequency of visit, duration of stay, reason of coming, and gender.
If the group size is effective upon location preferences, as it was stated to be 
effective on time spent and consumption was investigated in this study. To test the 
results, chi square -which is a statistical test for categorical data- method was used. 
Appendix C. 1 indicates the test on the location of tables (zones) against group size
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(as couples and groups with three and more members). The result of this test was not 
statistically significant; and a difference in location, as a result of group size was not 
verified. The number of subject groups that sat at the circulatory zone were equal at 
both sizes.
Although not statistically significant, a higher number of groups with three and more 
members preferred to locate themselves at the “back” (App.B.4, B.5) and “fireplace” 
(App.B.7) zones when compared to couples, whereas the tendency to be located at 
the “window” (App.B.l) and “periphery, corner, niche” (App.B.6, B.8) zones, is 
visible for both sizes. It can be claimed that regardless of the size of the group, 
groups tend to locate themselves at location where they can satisfy their needs of 
claiming territory (periphery, corner, niche), visual access and control (window), and 
although not statistically significant, larger groups have the tendency to be more 
isolated from the space and others (back).
The classification of table location, according to being in circulatory and non- 
circulatory locations, was also tested by group size. Appendix.C2 shows the test on 
group size against circulatory and non-circulatory locations. This test was also not 
statistically significant, resulting as both sizes’ tendency to locate on the “non- 
circulatory” tables.
Another test was conducted, in order to investigate the relation between the reasons 
of location preference and group size. Chi square test was applied on group size 
against reason of preference (App.C3), and the result was statistically significant as 
seen (X2=8.14, dF= 3, p<0.05). According to the Pearson coefficient it can be
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concluded that the two variables are correlated, and they are not significantly 
independent. Through this test it was seen that larger groups mentioned only social- 
psychological factors more than couples, which means that social-psychological 
reasons and aspects were more influential on location preferences of larger groups. It 
can be claimed that group size is influential on reason of location preference, among 
other factors.
It has been hypothesized that location preference and its reasons are dependent on the 
duration of stay. Data presented in the previous tables show that most of the 
occupants spent between one and two hours, and more than two hours in the setting 
(see Table.2). Chi square test was conducted on table location (zones) against 
duration (App.C4). The results show that a relation between location and duration of 
stay was not statistically significant. Another test was conducted on circulatory and 
non-circulatory locations by duration (App.C5). The results show that the duration of 
stay does not lead to significant differences from the general preferences observed. 
This means that no matter how long the group stays, they prefer a location where 
they can satisfy their physical, social-psychological and other needs, and the criteria 
for location preference is independent from the duration of stay.
The literature review indicated that, group size is estimated to be influential on 
duration of stay. A chi square test was conducted to see if this was also relevant for 
this particular study. The important point is that most social facilitation studies 
compare groups with individuals, and no individual visitor was encountered during 
the sessions. Moreover, certain cultural differences should be expected as well. Also 
the activity is generally performed in rather restricted time periods as an escape from
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work and home. The test in Appendix C6 shows that a difference on duration of stay 
by group size is not significant. Although not statistically significant, certain 
differences were seen on duration of stay, related with group size. More groups with 
more than 2 members stayed for more than two hours, and more couples stayed less 
than one hour.
The reason of the location preferences are hypothesized to be dependent on 
frequency of visit by the occupant group. From the literature review on territoriality, 
it has been encountered that territories which are used for short duration, but used 
regularly will lead to occupant group’s claiming territory over that certain space. 
Also, an emotional linkage is the probable outcome of such regular visits; therefore 
an attachment to that specific location in the environment can be expected. In order 
to test this hypothesis, chi square test relating reason of preference by frequency of 
visit was conducted (App. C.7). The results of the tests at appendices C.7 and C.8 
show that there is no significant difference in location preference related with 
frequency of visit. However, it must be added that attachment is the probable 
outcome of frequent visits, and many groups responded the importance and influence 
of attachment as reasons of preference. 40% of the respondents mentioned 
attachment while explaining their reasons of preference.
The relation of sex distribution in groups and location was also investigated 
(App.C.9.and C.IO), but it is seen that gender did not play a role in location 
preference in this setting.
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The group’s reason of coming is also hypothesized to be influential on location 
preferences. The respondents of the interview were asked their reason for coming to 
the café, as presented earlier in Table.3. Most of them responded as their reason 
being conversation, as well as eating and drinking, related to the main activity of the 
café; that is leisure as social activity, supported by the consumption of food and 
drink. The.reasons of coming or being there were also tested with the locations of the 
occupant groups, as seen on Appendix C. 11 and C. 12 the results are not significant, 
and the location preference is independent from the reason of coming. However, this 
does not mean that these reasons are not influential on location preferences. On the 
contrary, these reasons -activity to be performed- need appropriate locations where 
the occupant group can claim territory and control over the space occupied, in order 
to establish more concrete social interactions within group (conversation is an 
activity performed in-group).
4.3.3.2 Effects of Density on Location Preference and its Reasons
The second hypothesis claims that the density of space is influential on location 
preferences of occupant groups. Influential in two senses, one is the possible 
occupancy of a wanted location, and second is the perception of crowding through 
density. The data obtained from the 66 observed groups were analysed by chi square 
to test the hypothesis. Table location according to zones, was tested against density 
in order to see the influences of density on location preferences (App.C.13). Even 
though the results are not significant (x2 = 14.6, dF=8, p=0.06) the data reflect that, 
when density is less than five groups in space, no groups located themselves in the 
“circulatory”, “fireplace”, and “back” zones. As density increased, the groups that 
were located in these zones also increased. It is seen from the preference and reason
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of preference responses that groups do not prefer to occupy the circulatory zone, and 
the problem with the back zone, which is generally unoccupied is that it is not 
perceived on entering the space, and has a lack of relation with the front zone (App. 
B.4, B.5). Although many groups mention isolation, as a reason for preference, it is 
observed that too much isolation is not preferred either. The density of space and 
location (as circulatory and non-circulatory) were tested and the results (App.C14) 
were statistically significant (x2= 7.05, dF= 1, p<0.05) and the variables are not 
significantly independent, and resulted that locating in circulation areas increased as 
density of space increased. This was expected, as increase in density would lead to 
occupation of desired locations.
Responses to the question of preference were tested on groups located in the 
circulatory and non-circulatory zones (App.C.15). It was statistically significant 
(x2=4.8, dF=l, p<0.05) that the groups whose locations were in the non-circulatory 
zone were sitting at their primarily preferred location. This shows the groups’ 
tendency to prefer locations where they can claim territory and control over the 
space, with the help of certain features of the physical environment. Since the test 
that has been explained previously (App.C. 14) also claimed, the tables in the 
circulatory areas were not preferred and were occupied by groups -whose primary 
preferences were occupied by other groups- as a result of density (App.B.9).
4.3.3.3 Effects of Physical and Design Features on Location Preferences
The third hypothesis emphasizes the influences of design features on location 
preferences. These features include the architectural or fixed feature elements such 
as, walls, niches, windows, etc. and semi fixed feature elements such as, furniture.
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coat hangers, paintings, etc. The influences of these features are investigated through 
the responses obtained in the interview. Their influence is visible through the 
percentage of frequencies, of responses related to the reason of preferences. The 
obtained data is of 56 responses. The number of responses that mention features of 
space ai'e 28.
Windows play an important role in location preferences in Likya Café. Tunus 
Avenue is viewed with the garden in front of the café (see App.B. 1, B. 10, B. 12). 
Window is an influential element on location preferences as enabling visual access to 
both interior and exterior of space, and as affect of light coming from outside. Walls, 
corners, niches are strong elements supporting a group’s control over occupied space 
and also strengthening claimed territory. Another important fixed feature element is 
the fireplace, both as a design feature and as heat source, attracting groups 
(App.B.6). Comfort was also mentioned as reason of preference at some tables that 
offered booth seating as well as chairs (see plan at App.A.3). Features such as “a 
surface to put your arm” (at table no.6) (App.B. 11, B.12), or “a place to put your 
coats” (at no. 14, 15, 16) (App.B.6) were also mentioned as reasons of preference. A 
number of responses were also given, related to the features of environment. These 
responses were for example the tendency and need to be away from entrance, to be 
away from circulation route, and circulatory areas, having easy access to the 
restrooms, and being at a location where visual control over the whole space is 
established.
The locations of occupant groups were tested against their reasons of preference. The 
importance of physical and design features on influencing location preference is
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visible from the frequencies. The results of the test in Appendix C. 16 are significant 
(x2=21.5, dF=12, p<0.05) and show that the variables are not independent. This test 
also presents the affect of physical environment on human behavioral conditions as 
well as location preferences. The result that groups who were located at the 
periphery, especially at corners, and in niches replied social-psychological aspects as 
reasons of preference, gives clues on how certain elements or features lead to certain 
behavioral conditions. Since social-psychological aspects play an important role in 
location preference, and aspects such as territoriality, control, attachment, etc. are 
important for user groups of public leisure spaces, niches and corners become 
important features that support the formation of such aspects.
Reasons related to physical conditions were most apperant near windows and 
fii eplace. The existence of windows result in a tendency to sit near them, which is 
related to aspects such as light and especially the view, visual access to both interior 
and exterior (a garden) of space. Those groups that were located near the windows 
replied giving physical aspects as reasons of their preference most often. Fireplace is 
another feature that influenced location preferences. Mentioning more than one of 
the categories of reasons were most encountered in those groups that were located 
near the fireplace. The test on location, in terms of being in the circulatory or non- 
circulatory region, against reason of preference also showed that these were not 
independent, and the results were significant (App.C.17, x2=9.34, dF=3, p<0.05).
It is seen from the results that physical and design features of the environment do 
play an important role in satisfying the occupants’ physical and psychological needs, 
while performing the leisure activity, and therefore are of great importance and
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influential on location preferences. Besides the reasons of preference that directly 
refer to the physical environment, responds such as need or search for isolation, can 
only be obtained through the support of the physical and design features.
4.3.3.4 Discussion of Results and Design Recommendations
As a result of the research, it was seen that group size did not influence location 
preferences significantly. Regardless of the group size, occupant groups tended to sit 
in the non-circulatory zones. However, it was seen that group size influenced the 
reasons behind location preferences. Groups with three and more members that 
mentioned only social-psychological reasons (which included aspects such as 
attachment, and need or search for isolation) were significantly more than couples. 
Frequency of visit to the setting, resulting a certain attachment to particular locations 
have also been mentioned by respondent groups. Differences in location preference 
as a result of sex distribution in group were not seen either.
An important variable affecting location preference was reason of coming to setting 
(or being there). A great variety of reasons or activities were not encountered, 
however, the main activity of social interaction in group and consumption of food 
and drink, required environmental qualities in order to support this activity. The 
locations of groups in such a leisure space should have fixed or semi fixed feature 
elements that enhance group’s territory, and control over occupied space, and at the 
same time not separating the group from the environment (both physical space and 
others within).
66
Density may result in perception of crowding, as well as occupation of desired 
location by other occupant groups. The results show that the unwanted areas of space 
are mainly circulatory zones in which the occupant group can not establish and claim 
territory and have control over space they occupy. Therefore, design of such settings 
should pay attention to minimize the perception of crowding, and also minimize the 
number of tables in circulatory zones, creating clear circulation routes distinguished 
from the tables. The feeling of people walking around a group was a complaint that 
has been encountered several times while interviewing groups in the circulatory zone 
(App.B.4). This feeling also affects claiming territory and control over space 
negatively.
A strong influence of physical environment on location preferences and spatial 
behavior has been found in this study. As a result of the investigation on reasons of 
preference, several guidelines for design can be established. Territoriality and control 
are the most important aspects, followed by visual richness, visual access to a variety 
of occasions. In the case of Likya Café the windows opened on to a garden between 
avenue and the café (App.B.lO), being illuminated by sunlight, as well as enabling 
visual access to the interiors and exteriors. These variables made the tables near the 
windows some of the most preferred locations in the setting. Fireplace is another 
design feature that attracts occupant groups by both radiating heat, and as an element 
that defines a certain location in the setting.
Another preferred location was the niche (App.B.4), and corner (App.B.8) which 
increased territoriality of occupant groups by the support of features such as walls. 
Being such a defined location (especially the niche), it supported territorial behavior.
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defense and control over the occupied space, and at the same time created location 
for those who seeked isolation, not being separated from the whole space. The 
surface behind the seats in the niche area, enabled occupants to put their coats, bags, 
etc. as well, this was a mentioned reason for preference, during the interview. In 
public leisure spaces where the activity is performed as groups, territoriality and 
control over the space, social interactions within group, as well as interacting with 
the environment become important for occupant groups.
Designs that enhance these aspects, by the use of supportive fixed and semi fixed 
feature elements should be taken into consideration. Locating groups at corners, 
niches, and at the periphery may be supportive in terms of these aspects, at the same 
time not isolating from the whole environment. The location should not be separate 
from the environment, otherwise as observed in the “back” zone, which had fixed 
and semi fixed elements to support the needs of occupant groups, but was not related 
to the front part of the setting, the occupant groups were unable to have interaction 
with the front part (other zones), and this inaccessibility (especially visual) resulted 
as a zone which was not much preferred. Therefore it can be said that having features 
to support territoriality, control, and interaction within groups is not enough, the 
locations in the setting should be integrated and related to the whole environment.
Expectations, wants, and needs may vary according to the group size. Zones that can 
be used by groups of different group sizes should be created. Solutions that support 
the main activity of conversation without totally isolating the occupant group from 
the crowd, should be sought. Although responses about search or need for isolation 
exists, it has been observed that even the groups that claim they seek isolation, do not
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tend to sit at the most isolated and remote tables. Appendix B.6 presents one of the 
most preferred locations that support territoriality with booth seating in a niche, a 
defined space, as well as obtaining visual access and control over the space.
Although these results and recommendations are relevant for the particular setting, 
there have been some shortcomings of the study, which one should take into 
consideration. These recommendations are assumptions for such spaces, because of 
the limitations in the current study. These limitations come from both the 
characteristics of the investigated space, and the characteristics of occupant groups. 
The fixed and semi-fixed feature elements of the space were very influential on 
location preferences. However, limitations of these such as the equal size of the 
tables -semi fixed elements- throughout the space, and the potential combinations of 
tables for larger parties at some locations, and the opposite for other locations may 
enable or disable preferences of groups. The effects of occupancy by others have 
been stated above, another factor that may be affecting preference may be these 
limitations of fixed and semi-fixed feature elements of space.
Another shortcoming of the study is related with the season. The study was 
conducted in winter, where the weather in Ankara is often cold and cloudy. The 
effect of weather may have caused the tendency towards tables near fireplace. 
Although there have been responses which gave fireplaces as the reason of 
preference even when it was not burning, the influence of fireplace may decrease 
during summer. Also, the amount of sunlight that enters from the windows may vary 
from season to season, and although not encountered in the setting, direct sunlight 
may affect location preferences as well.
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Homogeneity in occupant profile can be observed from the results. Occupant groups 
were mostly of same age group with very similar education levels. Such 
homogeneity was a disadvantage for observing and investigating the differences in 
location preferences of groups with different characteristics.
These limitations and shortcomings should be considered throughout the evaluation 
of results, and the design recommendations. Still, the results and design 
recommendations are relevant for the specific scene, and for similar settings with 
similar activities and user groups. Therefore should be taken into consideration while 
designing, managing, and investigating such spaces.
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5. CONCLUSION
This study is an attempt to analyse leisure spaces, group behavior and activity, and 
location preferences of groups in public leisure spaces, leading to design 
recommendations for such settings, as well as stressing on the lack of studies 
combining fields of leisure, with human-environment studies, especially on an 
empirical base.
Identifying leisure, concepts related with leisure and leisure spaces, especially leisure 
performed as social activity was linked to environment-behavior studies, stressing on 
group behavior and activity. Location preference of groups was presented and 
investigated as a concept of importance which is related with (and is an outcome of) 
concepts of social and spatial behavior directed and influenced by the physical 
environment. Study on the reasons and formation of location preference would lead 
to design criteria for such settings, where the activity is performed socially and as 
groups. Such combination of fields and approaches was not much encountered 
through literature review, although its importance being mentioned in various 
sources. The effects of characteristics of the occupant group and the characteristics of 
the environment on location preference, and its reasons were investigated.
The research conducted in a café in Ankara, gave the opportunity to search for the 
influence of the interaction between relation of characteristics of the groups and the 
characteristics of space, on location preferences, within a context that is different
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from the studies in literature. At the same time, expectations and needs of a sample 
population who are the potential users of public leisure spaces, were explored. The 
aim of this study, was to achieve clear patterns of location preferences and 
investigate influential factors on location preference, related to occupant groups and 
to space. This study was conducted in the context of a café in Ankara, as a big city of 
Turkey, where the understanding of leisure is continuously transforming. Location 
preference is the direct outcome of social and spatial behavior and attitude of 
occupant groups, which is an important aspect to be considered while designing and 
managing such establishments. The characteristics of occupant groups such as age, 
gender, education, as well as their characteristics related to the setting such as; 
duration of stay, reason and frequency of coming, and their relations with the 
physical environment, influencing location preferences were investigated, through 
participant observation and interviews.
The results were found to be consistent with previous studies on location preferences, 
in terms of the influence of the physical environment and design features. Various 
design features had significant effects on location preferences. The design features, 
from major decisions on plan layouts (such as circulatory and non-circulatory areas), 
to minor design details (such as “a surface to put your arm” or “ a place to put your 
coat”) were found to have varying influences on spatial behavior and location 
preferences of groups. The effects of design on territorial behavior, perception of 
crowding, and control over space occupied, together with the physical and social 
needs to increase social interaction, and perform the activity, were faced.
Measuring the influence of the characteristics of groups in terms of demographic
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variables was not much possible because of the rather homogeneous client profile. 
However it was possible seek the difference between different group sizes, frequency 
of visit, and reason of coming to setting. It was seen that the most strong influence 
was from the physical environment and that the variety of sizes did not differentiate 
location preferences, as each group seeked territoriality and control no matter how 
many people formed the group. But it should be added that differences between 
groups in different sizes were encountered while groups were declaring the reasons 
of their preference. Another aspect that was hypothesized to be influential on 
location preference was density. Density of space significantly affected occupants' 
locations.
It has also been seen that certain parts of the environment had significant impacts on 
location preference. Circulatory areas were not preferred by occupant groups, since 
groups could not easily claim territory and have control over such parts of space. 
Occupying circulatory zones also increase the occupant group’s perception of 
crowding, therefore creating circulation routes distinguished from the tables may be 
a solution for avoiding such circumstances. Visual richness, existence of a pleasant 
view, visual access, and daylight are also seen to have a strong impact on location 
preference. Territoriality, defense, and control over the occupied space were seen as 
basic criteria of groups for location preference, feature elements that support these 
would be efficient tools for increasing satisfaction of occupant groups. Niches and 
corners in this particular case, played an important role and were of significant 
influence on location preference of occupant groups.
The results are valid for a specific situation, a specific cultural group, and a specific
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type of leisure activity, in a specific type of environment. There has also been some 
further limitations related to features of space, and characteristics of occupant 
groups. These should also be considered while evaluating the outcomes of the 
reseaich. Although the results cannot be generalized for a large population, their 
generalization for a “specific culture scene” in Wengraf s words, is equally imponant 
( 1990).
The issues of human social and psychological needs should be a concern in design of 
public leisure spaces, where the activity is social and performed mainly as groups. A 
designer should pay attention to these issues to achieve satisfaction of all occupant 
groups.
There are many aspects that require further investigation. In the case study, only 
cafes were taken into consideration as an example of public leisure spaces. Other 
leisure environments can be investigated in terms of location preferences, as a result 
of social-psychological needs and their relation with the physical environment.
Discussing the conducted research, similar research studies can be conducted within 
different social contexts. For example the different attitudes and preferences of 
occupants with varying socio-economic characteristics, can be explored. In the same 
manner, occupant groups from different age groups and education levels can also be 
explored. Comparison of different settings as well as occupant groups may be done 
to achieve more information on the subject. Settings with other distinct features can 
be investigated too.
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The main intention of this study has been initially to understand the relations of 
group behavior and activity, and the physical environment they occupy in the context 
of leisure spaces. Location preference is made by groups to satisfy their social- 
psychological needs on performing the leisure activity. Therefore, it should be 
mentioned that when designing leisure environment, every design feature and 
physical element has the possibility of influencing location preference and the 
fulfillment of needs, so it deserves attention.
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APPENDIX A.1 Observation Form
DATE:
SESSIO N HOURS:
OBSERVATIO N DATA:
g r o u p TABLE NO. PEO PLE SEX ARRIVAL DEPARTUR E D EN SITY
1
2
3
4
5
6
_  7
_ _  8
_  9
10
__ 11
____12
___13
_____14
___15
_____ 16
_____ 17
_____18
-___19
____20
--------^
___ 22
____ 23
____ 24
25
84
NUMBER OF PEOPLE:
SEX:
AGE:
EDUCATION:
1. WHAT IS YOUR REASON FOR VISITING THIS PLACE TODAY?
TABLE NUMBER: DENSITY:
ARRIVAL: (GROUPS IN SETTING)
DEPARTURE:
>
M
►
D
%
«  2. WHAT IS THE FREQUENCY OF YOUR VISITS TO THIS PLACE?
3. HOW FREQUENT DO YOU VISIT HERE OR SIMILAR PLACES?
4. IS YOUR CURRENT LOCATION. YOUR PRIMARY PREFERENCE? 
WHAT MAY BE THE REASONS OF YOUR PREFERENCE?
5. WHERE WOULD YOU SIT IF YOU HAD A CHANCE TO CHOOSE? WHY?

APPENDIX B. PHOTOGRAPHS OF LÍKYA CAFE
APPENDIX B.l Tables Near Window.
87
APPENDIX B.2 Table 16 at the Comer of the Niche.
APPENDIX B.3 Tables Near the Entrance.
88
APPENDIX B.4 The Niche of Tables 14, 15, 16.
89
APPENDIX B.5 Passageway to the Back.
APPENDIX B.6 View from the “Back”zone.
90
APPENDIX B.7 The Fireplace.
APPENDIX B.8 Tables at Corner and Periphery (11, 12).
91
APPENDIX B.9 Tables at the Circulatory Area
92
APPENDIX B. 10 Likya Cafe Entrance from Tunus Avenue.
APPENDDC B .ll Table 6, One of the Most Preferred Tables.
APPENDIX B.12 View from Table 6.
94
APPENDIX. C
h:\lkya3.sav
in terv ie 1 t a b le t a b le lo c c irp e r p e o p le g roup siz g e n d e r
1 .00 4 .00 2 .00 2.00 2.00 ! 2.001 1.00
2 .00 5 .001 2 .00 2.00 2.00
1 2.001 4.00
3 1.00 9.00 4 .00 2.00 4.00 1 3.00 1.00
4 .00 i 29 .00 3.00 2.001
6.00 , 3.00 4.00
5 i 1,00 ! 6.00 2.00 2.00 2.00  i 2.00 4.00
6 .00 i 17.00 1.00 j 1.00 5.00 j 3.00 2.00
7 .00 j 4 .00 2.00 2.00 2.00 j 2.00 1 1.00
8 1.00 1 16.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1 4,00
9 .00 5.00 2.00
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i
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i
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32  i
1
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M
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3.00 1 •
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i
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I
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64 1.00 17.00 1.00  i 1 1.00 2.00 2.00 4.00  i
65 1.00 22 .00 5.00 2.00 2.00  : 2.00 1.00
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!
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T o t a l 1 9 . 0 4 7 . 6 3 3 . 3 1 0 0 . 0
C h i - S q u a r e V a l u e DF S i g n i f i c a n c e
f * e a r s o n 7 . 9 5 6 1 9 8 . 4 3 7 7 6
L i k e l i h o o d  R a t i o 9 . 3 4 7 3 8 8 . 3 1 3 8 4
^ a n t e l - H a e n s z e l  t e s t  f o r 1 . 0 3 2 7 4 1 . 3 0 9 5 2
l i n e a r  a s s o c i a t i o n
Min imum E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  - . 7 6 2
^ e l l s  w i t h  E x p e c t e d F r e q u e n c y < 5 - 10 OF 15 ( 6 6 . 7 %)
102
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C I R P E R  c i r c u l a t o r y  v s .  n o n - c i r c u l a t o r y  b y  DURATION,  d u r a t i o n
DURATION P a g e  1 o f  1
C o u n t
: i R ? E R
c i r c u - a t i o n
l e s s  t h a 1 - 2  h r s m o r e  t h a
n 1 h r n 2 h r s
! 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 3 . 0 0
1 . 0 0  I 1 7 6
,on
2 . 0 0 23 15
i l a t o r y  1
C o l u m n 12 30 21
T o t a l 1 9 . 0 4 7 . 6 3 3 . 3
Row
T o t a l
14
2 2 . 2
4 5 
77 . 8
63
1 0 0 . C
l i n e a r  a s s o c i a t i o n
Minimum E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  -  2 . 6 6 7
C e l l s  w i t h  E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  < 5 - 2 OF 6 ( 3 3 . 3 % )
C h i - S q u a r e V a l u e DF S i g n i  f  i  c a n c e
P e a r s o n 1 . 8 5 0 5 1 2 . 3 9 6 4 3
L i k e l i h o o d  R a t i o 2 . 1 3 5 2 3 2 . 3 4 3 8 3
M a n t e l - H a e n s z e l  t e s t  f o r 1 . 6 1 5 8 3 1 . 2 0 3 6 7
Nurpber o f  M i s s i n g  O b s e r v a t i o n s :  3
------------------------------------------ A P P E N D I X .  C 6 -------------------------------------
GROU PSI Z  g r o u p  s i z e  b y  DURATION d u r a t y o n
DURATION P a g e  1 o f  1
Row
T o t a l
C h i - S q u a r e V a l u e
35
5 5 . 6
28
4 4 . 4
63
1 0 0 . 0
DF S i g n i f i c a n c e
P e a r s o n
L i k e l i h o o d  R a t i o  
M a n t e l - H a e n s z e l  t e s t  f o r  
l i n e a r  a s s o c i a t i o n
2 . 1 4 3 9 3  
2 . 1 4 4 9 1  
1 . 1 3 1 0 8
Minimum E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  -  5 . 3 3 3
Number o f  M i s s i n g  O b s e r v a t i o n s :  3
. 3 4 2 3 4  
. 3 4 2 1 7  
. 2 8 7 5 4
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T A B L E L O C  t a b l e  l o c a t y o n  t y p e  b y  FREQUENT f r e q u e n c y  t o  s e t t i n g
F R E Q U E N T  P a g e  1 o f  1
-------------------------APPENDIX. C7------------------------------
C o u n t
>= t w i c e  
a w e e k  
1 . 0 0
o n c e  a w 
e e k
2 . 0 0
1 - 2  a mo 
n t h
3 . 0 0
< o n c e  a 
mon th  
4 . 0 0
f i r s t
5 . 0 0
Row
T o t a l
1 . 0 0
c i r c u l a t o r y
1 3 1 -
·? n
2 . 0 0
w ind ow
' 1 5 1 2 1 s
2 6 . 7
3 . 0 0
p e r i p h e r y , c o r n e r
2 2 3
i
2 6 . '
4 . 0 0  1
f i r e p l a c e
1 1 2 1 !
i1
1 6 . 7
5 . 0 0
b a c k
2 1
1
1
!
1
1G . 0
C o l u m n
T o t a l
7
2 3 . 3
4
1 3 . 3
13
4 3 . 3
4
1 3 . 3 6 . 7
3 0
1 0 0 . 0
C h i - S q u a r e V a l u e DF S i g n :
P e a r s o n
L i k e l i h o o d  R a t i o  
M a n t e l - H a e n s z e l  t e s t  f o r  
l i n e a r  a s s o c i a t i o n
1 1 . 8 2 9 6 7  
1 4 . 8 2 5 9 0  
4 . 9 9 0 2 6
16
16
1
. . D D D
. 5 3 7 4 2  
. 0 2 5 4 9
Min imum E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  -  . 2 0 0
C e l l s  w i t h  E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  < 5 -  25 OF 25 ( 1 0 0 . 0 %)
Number  o f  M i s s i n g  O b s e r v a t i o n s :  3
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C I R P E R  c i r c u l a t o r y  v s .  n o n - c i r c u l a t o r y  b y  FRE QUE NT f r e q u e n c y  t o  s e t t i n g
APPENDIX C.8
C o u n t
C I R P E R
1 . 0 0
c i r c u l a t i o n
2 . 0 0
n o n - c i r c u l a t o r y
FREQU ENT
>= t w i c e  
a w e e k  
1 . 0 0
o n c e  a w 
e e k
2 . 0 0
1 - 2  a mo 
n t h
3 . 0 0
< o n c e  a 
m o n th  
4 . 0 0
P a g e
f i r s t
5 . 0 0
; 1 3 1
6 4 10 3 -
Row
sc.o
C o l u m n 7 4 13 4 2 30
T o t a l 2 3 . 3 1 3 . 3 4 3 . 3 1 3 . 3 6 . 7 100.0
C h i - S q u a r e V a l u e DF S i g n ! f  i c a n c e
P e a r s o n 2 . 4 0 7 2 8 4 . 6 6 1 3 1
L i k e l i h o o d  R a t i o 2 . 9 6 594 4 . 5 6 3 5 4
M a n t e l - H a e n s z e l  t e s t  f o r 1 . 3 3 7 0 9 1 . 2 4 7 5 5
l i n e a r  a s s o c i a t i o n
Minimum E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  - . 4 0 0
C e l l s  w i t h  E x p e c t e d F r e q u e n c y  < 5 - 8 OF 10 ( 80 . 0%)
Number  o f  M i s s i n g  O b s e r v a t i o n s :  36
APPENDIX C.9
T A B LE L O C  t a b l e  l o c a t y o n  t y p e  by  GENDER g e n d e r
GENDER P a g e 1 o f  1
C o u n t 1
i e q u a l mor e  fern mor e  m a l a l l  fema a l l  m a l e
a l e e l e Row
1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 T o t a l7'A p T p7 nP
1 . 0 0 7 2 3 2 14
c i r c u l a t o r y 2 1 . 2
2 . 0 0 10 1 1 7 2 21
win do w 3 1 . 8
3 . 0 0 10 1 2 6 1 20
p e r i p h e r y , c o r n e r 3 0 . 3
4 . 0 0 4 1 1 1 7
f i r e p l a c e 1 0 . 6
5 . 0 0 2 1 1 4
b a c k  j 6 . 1
C o l u m n 33 6 7 17 3 66
T o t a l 5 0 . 0 9 . 1 1 0 . 6 2 5 . 8 4 . 5 1 0 0 . 0
C h i - S q u a r e V a l u e DF S i g n i f i c a n c e
P e a r s o n 9 . 3 4 8 1 8 16 . 8 9 8 3 9
L i k e l i h o o d  R a t i o 1 0 . 3 0 9 1 8 16 . 8 4 9 9 9
M a n t e l - H a e n s z e l  t e s t f o r . 0 6 3 4 3 1 . 8 0 1 1 6
l i n e a r  a s s o c i a t i o n
Min imum E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  - . 1 8 2
C e l l s  w i t h  E x p e c t e d F r e q u e n c y < 5 - 20  OF 25 ( 8 0 . 0%)
Number o f  M i s s i n g  O b s e r v a t i o n s :  0 105
APPENDIX C. 10
C I R P E R  c i r c u l a t o r y  v s .  n o n - c i r c u l a t o r y  b y  GENDER g e n d e r
GENDER P a g e  1 o f  1
C o u n t
C I R P E R
1 . 0 0
c i r c u l a t i o n
2.00
n o n - c i r c u l a t o r y
Colurr .n
C h i - S q u a r e
¡ e q u a l mor e  fern 
a l e
more  ma l  
e
a l l  fema  
l e
a l l  m a l e
1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 1 5 . 0 0 1¡ ;
' 7 2 3 2
i1
26 4 4 15
33 6 7 17 3
5 0 . 0 9 . 1 1 0 . 6 2 5 . S 4 . 5
V a l u e DF
Row
T o t a l
2 1 . 2
66
1 0 0 . 0
S i g n i f i c a n c e
P e a r s o n
L i k e l i h o o d  R a t i o  
M a n t e l - H a e n s z e l  t e s t  f o r  
l i n e a r  a s s o c i a t i o n
4 . 2 0 5 3 7
4 . 5 9 1 6 9
. 5 8 6 6 5
Min imum E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  -  . 6 3 6
C e l l s  w i t h  E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  < 5 - 6 OF 10 ( 6 0 . 0 %)
. 3 7 S 9 2
. 3 3 1 3 1
. 4 4 3 7 2
Number  o f  M i s s i n g  O b s e r v a t i o n s :  0
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16 A p r  99 S P S S
APPENDIX C M
REASONCO r e a s o n  o f  c o m i n g  b y  T A B L E L O C  t a b l e  l o c a t i o n ( z o n e )
T A B L E L O C  P a g e  1 o f  1
Row 
T o t a l
9 . 5
C h i - S a u a r e V a l u e DF S i a m : i c a n c e
P e a r s o n
L i k e l i h o o d  R a t i o  
M a n t e l - H a e n s z e l  t e s t  f o r  
l i n e a r  a s s o c i a t i o n
1 5 . 1 7 6 9 8
1 7 . 8 7 3 4 5
. 0 5 3 1 5
20
20
1
. 5 9 5 7 4
. 3 1 7 6 8
Minimum E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  -  . 1 4 3
C e l l s  w i t h  E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  < 5 -  30 OF 30 ( 1 0 0 . 0 %)
Number o f  M i s s i n g  O b s e r v a t i o n s :  0
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16 A p r  99 S P S S
APPENDIX C12
P a g e  8
REASONCO r e a s o n  o f c o m i n g  b y  CIRNON c i r c u l a t i o n  y s . non  c i r .
C IRNON P a g e 1 Of 1
C o u n t
c i r c u l a t n o n - c i r c
o r y u l a t o r y Row
1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 T o t a l
REASONCO ----------------
1 . 0 0 2 5 7
e a t 1 6 . 7
2 . 0 0 3 7 10
d r i n k 2 3 . 8
4 . 0 0 3 3
p a s s  t i m e 7 . 1
5 . 0 0 4 12 16
c o n v e r s a t i o n 3 8 . 1
6 . 0 0 1 3 4
b a s b a s a 9 . 5
8 . 0 0 1 1 2
o t h e r 4 . 8
C o l u m n 11 31 42
T o t a l 2 6 . 2 7 3 . 8 1 0 0 . 0
C h i - S q u a r e V a l u e  DF S i g n i f i c a n c e
P e a r s o n 1 . 7 6 1 2 9  5 . 8 8 1 0 9
L i k e l i h o o d  R a t i o 2 . 4 4 4 2 9  5 . 7 8 4 8 6
M a n t e l - H a e n s z e l  t e s t f o r . 0 0 3 9 0  1 . 9 5 0 1 9
l i n e a r  a s s o c i a t i o n
Min imum E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  -  . 5 2 4
C e l l s  w i t h  E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  < 5 - 9 OF 12 ( 7 5 . 0 %)
Number o f  M i s s i n g  O b s e r v a t i o n s :  0
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APPENDIX C. 13
T A B L E L O C  t a b l e  l o c a t y o n  t y p e  b y  D E N S I T Y  d e n s i t y  o f  s p a c e
D E N S I T Y  P a g e  1 o f  1
C o u n t
I l e s s  t h a  5 - S  g r o u  9 - 1 4  g r o  
i n 5 q r o u  P3 u p s  Row
T o t a l1 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 3 . 0 0
1 . 0 0
c i r c u l a t o r y  :
c 7
2 . 0 0  1 4 
wind ow  !
12 2
3 . 0 0  4 
p e r i p h e r y , c o r n e r
9 5
4 . 0 0
f i r e p l a c e  |
6 1
5 . 0 0  ! 
b a c k  1
1 2
C o l u m n  8
T o t a l  1 3 . 8
33
5 6 . 9
17
2 9 . 3
12
2 0 . 7
I S
3 1 . 0
18
3 1 . 0
7
12 . 1
3
5 . 2
58
1 0 0 . 0
C h i - S q u a r e V a l u e DF
P e a r s o n 1 4 . 6 0 9 5 4 8
L i k e l i h o o d  R a t i o 1 6 . 9 0 8 9 3 8
M a n t e l - H a e n s z e l  t e s t  f o r . 2 1 4 0 9 1
l i n e a r  a s s o c i a t i o n
Min imum E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  - . 4 1 4
C e l l s  w i t h  E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  < 5 -  10 OF 15 (
Number  o f  M i s s i n g  O b s e r v a t i o n s : 8
S i g n ! f  i c a n c e
. 0 6 7 2 0  
. 0 3 1 0 7  
. 6 4 3 5 8
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Number  o f  M i s s i n g  O b s e r v a t i o n s :  8
APPENDIX C.14
: I R P E R  c i r c u l a t o r y  v s .  n o n - c i r c u l a t o r y  by  D E N S I T Y  d e n s i t y  o f  s p a c e
D E N S I T Y  P a g e  1 o f  1
C o u n t  I
l e s s  t h a 5 - S  g r o u 9 - 1 4  g r o
j n 5 g r o u p s u ps Row
C I R P E R  — ------------ i
1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 T o t a l
1 . 0 0  i 5 7 12
c i r c u l a t i o n  · 2 0 . 7
2 . 0 0 8 28 10 46
n o n - c i r c u l a t o r y 7 9 . 3
C o l u m n 8 33 17 58
T o t a l 1 3 . 8 5 6 . 9 2 9 . 3 1 0 0 . 0
C h i - S q u a r e V a l u e DF S i g n i  f i c a n c e
P e a r s o n 7 . 0 5 2 0 3 2 n Cl ■* '■
L i k e l i h o o d  R a t i o 8 . 0 3 2 1 4 2 r\  ^ '■ O. ^  j
M a n t e l - H a e n s z e l  t e s t f o r 6 . 6 9 8 3 0 1 . 0 C 9 6 5
. i n e a r  a s s o c i a t i o n
Minimum E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  -  1 . 6 5 5
C e l l s  w i t h  E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  < 5 - 2 OF 6 ( 33.3%)
Number  o f  M i s s i n g  O b s e r v a t i o n s :  8
APPENDIX C.15
C I R P E R  c i r c u l a t o r y  v s .  n o n - c i r c u l a t o r y  by  P R E F E R  p r e f e r e n c e
P R E F E R  P a g e  1 o f  1
y e s  no
Row 
T o t a l
C o u n t
p  T p p p n
1 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 0
X iNL· E j r \
1 . 0 0 2 4
c i r c u l a t i o n 1
2 . 0 0 19 5
n o n - c i r c u l a t o r y
C o l u m n
T o t a l
C h i - S q u a r e
6
2 0 . 0
24
8 0 . 0
21 9 30
7 0 . 0  3 0 . 0  1 0 0 . 0
V a l u e DF S i g n i f i c a n c e
P e a r s o n  4 . 8 0 1 5 9
C o n t i n u i t y  C o r r e c t i o n  2 . 8 6 7 0 6
L i k e l i h o o d  R a t i o  4 . 4 5 0 1 6
M a n t e l - H a e n s z e l  t e s t  f o r  4 . 6 4 1 5 3
l i n e a r  a s s o c i a t i o n  
F i s h e r * s  E x a c t  T e s t :
O n e - T a i l
T w o - T a i l
Min imum E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  -  1 . 8 0 0
C e l l s  w i t h  E x p e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  < 5 -
. 0 2 3 4 3
. 0 9 0 4 1
. 0 3 4 9 0
. 0 3 1 2 1
. 0 4 9 1 6
. 0 4 9 1 6
2 OF 4 ( 5 0 . 0 %)
Number  o f  M i s s i n g  O b s e r v a t i o n s :  36 110
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---------------------------------- APPENDIX C . 1 6 -------
LOCATION OF TABLE AGAINST REASON OF PREFERENCE
physical social p corr.posit more th?
sycholog e π one Row
Page 1
T E. T Γ T CiC — 1 1,001
o- 100! 3,00! 4, ■'·) 0 i T :■ t a :
circulator
1,00
y
1
1+ —
2 1 
1
1 i
1
3 1 
!
! o'  ^1 "l ''1 Ki f ^
windov/
2,00 1
1+ —'
5 1 
1
1 1
1
1 1
i
1 1 e 
1 26,'·
periphery.
3,00
corner
I
1
2 1 
1
5 1
1
1 1 1 8 
! 26,·:^
f i replace
4,00 1
1
3 1 
1
1
1
!
1
2 1 5 
i 16,·.'
back
5, 00 1
1
1
1 -
1
1
1
I
1
1 10,0
Column 12
Total 40,0
9 4
30,0 13,3 16,7
L i n e a r  a s o C ' C i  a t  i o n
Minimum Expected Frequency - ,400
Cells with Expected Frequency < 5 - 20 OF
Chi-Square Value DF Sicr.i f i ranee
Pearscn 21,55000 12 ,0428-
Likelihood Ratio 23,43247 12 , 8· 2 4 2 ’
Mantel-Haenszel test for ,54765 1 ,4592-
20  ( 1 0 C , O i )
lium.ber of Missing Observations : 36
------------------------------------------- APPENDIX C . 1 7 ----------------------
CIRPER circulatory vs. periphery by REASONPR reason of preference 
REASON PR Flage 1 of 1
physical social p composit more tha
Count
Γ 'Ύ  Tj Π Γ Ό  . .  ____
1
1 I r
sycholog e 
00! 2,001 3,
n
001
one
4, 001
Row
Total
U  X n  IT C.  K
1,00
circulation
1
1
2 1 1 1 
1 1
3 1
1
1
1
6
20,0
2,00
non circulatory
1
1
10 1 8 1 
1 1
1 1
1
5 1
1
24
80,0
Column
Total
12 
40, 0
9
30,0
4
13,3
5
16,7
30
100,0
Chi-Square Value DF Signi ficance
Pearson
Likelihood Ratio 
Mantel-Haenszel test for 
linear association
9,34028 
8,43302 
,06064
Minimum Expected Frequency - ,800
Cells with Expected Frequency < 5 - 6 OF 8 { 75,0%)
,02509
,03786
,80549
Number of Missing Observations: 36
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